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INTRODUCTION

“ HEN the work is finished labour ceases,

weary man enters into his rest.” These
words are in the book that lies before us, and the
manuscript of that book lay open on his desk, and
was receiving its last_touches, when the worker
was laid low, and the words were fulfilled. For
some days, while the struggle between life and
death was carried on in the little adjoining room,
one did not even dream of moving the pages from
where they rested. One thought at any moment to
see him rise, as he had so often done after periods
of pain and prostration, and go straight back to
the unfinished task, as though to live and to work
were, for him, but different names for the same
thing. As long ago as November 11th, 1901, he
said in a letter: “I am always hurried to get
things in before death overtakes me, and am
restless while anything is unfinished that I have
once begun. Could I feel secure of a year . . . but I
always think it may be in a week”; and this dis-
position never altered. It was as though his work
were his fate; as though he were ever driven for-
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ward to the accomplishment of labours which
were to bring to the labourer himself an ever new
harvest of suffering and pain. For his work was
not of the kind which reaps its reward in the
satisfaction of ambition or the acquisition of fame.
Such things were not classed by him among the
realities of life, Peace of soul, undisturbed friend-
ship, study and prayer, nature and books, and, last
but not least, the altar from which he had been
exiled, these would have been to him the realities
and the true goods of life. But it was not to be.
Almost as one unwilling, he was forced into
combat ; almost against his will, he remained in it
to the last. With each book he seemed to hope
that he might now steer his bark into stiller waters;
might turn from the immediate and storm-stirring
actualities to the quiet study of calm and universal
problems ; but each time he was disappointed, and
had again to wield his pen in the more pressing
cause. In this work his hopes came, I think,
nearer to fulfilment than they had ever done
before, and perhaps, had he lived, it would have
been to the most fundamental questions of
spiritual philosophy that he would henceforth
have devoted himself. The book itself suggests
this likelihood.

But, on the other hand, how are we to know?
May not such an idea be as illusory as the hope,
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one had so deeply and constantly cherished, that
his stormy day would close in a peaceful evening?
that he would, before the end, find rest, even on
this earth ?

Anyhow, it was not to be, and he has entered
into a peace more profound, and yet more living,
than any which we could have planned for him,

That Father Tyrrell had any special conscious-
ness of approaching death we have no reason to
suppose ; and yet, as though a certain sense of
change were pressing on him, he has occupied him-
self, in this book as in no other, with the question
of immortality ; with an examination of the value
of this life, a study of its relations to the next.

And his verdict is uncompromising. No ideal
that is capable of realisation in this world is
capable of appeasing the heart of man, whose
hunger is for a transcendent kingdom, ruled by a
transcendent God. Something more and some-
thing greater than all that life, under its present
conditions, can offer; something after which we
grope, without seeing it ; something for which we
long, without comprehending it ; something which
will explain us to ourselves as no human wisdom
can explain us; this is what religion is to stand
for, if it be religion at all, and not merely a
scheme of philosophy, however enlightened. And
this, too, is what Christ is to stand for, if He is to
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be the Christ of our religious aspirations; not the
Christ of humanitarianism and philanthropy, but
the Christ of a transcendent kingdom.

There are souls to whom the idea of God pre-
sents itself chiefly under its metaphysical and
mystical aspect; there are others, of whom, I
think, Father Tyrrell was one, who are eminently
Christ-lovers and Christ-worshippers.

“ The faith,” he writes in this book, “in His own
Christhood that Jesus, by the power of His per-
sonality, was able to plant in His Apostles, has been
continually reinforced by the experience of those
who have found Him, in effect, their Redeemer,
the Lord and Master of their souls, their Hope,
their Love, their Rest—in short, all that they
mean by God.”

To the lover of Christ the Christological prob-
lem is more painful and arduous than is the
ecclesiastical problem to the lover of the Church.
Father Tyrrell faced them both, and in this book
we have his last—I will not say it was necessarily
his final—treatment of the double problem. His
answer was, as he believed, not likely to please any
party—but parties matter little; it was to the
single mind and soul and to humanity at large
that, with a truly Catholic instinct, he ever ad-
dressed himself.

He deals first with the relation of Christ to the
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Catholic Church; next with the relation of the
religion of Christ to religion in general. He
finds that the Catholic Church has, on the whole,
preserved the message of Christ more faithfully
than any other; and he believes that in Chris-
tianity is to be found the germ of that future
universal religion for which we all look. The
Church has fulfilled her end, because she has kept
for us the Christ of the Gospels; not a modernised
Christ, made up to meet the latest requirements,
but the Christ who spoke in the categories of
His place and time, while His message was for
men of all places and all times. And in that
message is the seed of future religion—a religion
whose need is more and more pressingly apparent ;
a religion for which all humanity is crying, weary of
petty divisions and disputes, yearning for a truth
that shall be the possession of all. But it is not
an entirely new religion that can fulfil this de-
mand ; the future must grow from the present as
the present has grown from the past.

This is not the kind of apology to satisfy the
majority of Catholics, who ask for blind, not
open-eyed, adherence. But why should they read
this work at all? Why should they not live on—
as the writer himself would have urged them
to do—in the peace of their own undisturbed
convictions ?
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But for those Catholics who must love the
Church in another way, or not at all, the book
before us has a message of hope and consola-
tion. For here is no faithfulness grounded on the
habits of a spiritual home—the writer had learned
to live homeless ; nor is there a mere clinging to
those sacramental graces which the Church can
offer us—since of those graces he had been de-
prived ; but here is faith in the Church as having
guarded, amidst all her imperfections, the treasure
committed to her by Jesus Christ.

A still further problem will suggest itself here
to those who have faced anything of the per-
plexities of Gospel criticism, a problem which
most certainly presented itself to the author of
this book. He saw quite clearly that there are
elements in the Gospel which seem to find their
development in just those characteristics of
ecclesiastical policy most repugnant to a more
spiritual conception of religion and Christianity.
His final answer to that difficulty he has not
been able to give—but the book before us surely
suggests, at least, the lines on which that answer
might have been framed. No evasion of diffi-
culties would ever have been his solution—of
that one may at least be certain. He would
have drained to the dregs that cup of bitter know-
ledge which truth so often offers us; he would
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have driven on, to their fullest conclusion, the
hard premisses which study and research lay bare,
But the mystic would not have been slain by the
critic; the believer by the objector. Through
the letter to the spirit; through the human to the
divine ; through the Church to Christ; through
Christ to God ; the way might have been perilous
and terrible, but it would not have been forsaken
for any easier path. And the victory would have
been such as can only be gained by those who
have shrunk from no hardship of the campaign.

NOTE

WE may take this work as having been, sub-
stantially, finished before the writer's death. But
it had not been revised, and the second part
even suggests the possibility of some furthet
additions. Also, he had but partially indicated
the divisions and titles of chapters. For any im-
perfections, therefore, in the execution of these
details of form, the executor has to crave the
indulgence of readers, while also thanking Mr.
A. R. Waller for his kind help in the revision

of proofs,
M. D. PETRE.
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PREFACE

HE hope of a synthesis between the essentials

of Christianity and the assured results of
criticism is very widespread nowadays, and those
who share it are commonly called Modernists or
Liberals. There is a marked division of Modern-
ists according as their tendency is to consider that
alone to be essential to Christianity which agreess
with their idea of the assured results of criticism,
or to consider as the only assured results of criti- I
cism those that fit in with their conception of the
essentials of Christianity. Both tendencies are
vicious and, if unchecked, destroy the very idea
of Modernism, which professes to consider each
interest impartially, without respect to the other,
in the belief and hope that the results will prove
barmonious. Religion cannot be the criterion of
scientific truth, nor science of religious truth.
Each must be criticised by its own principles.

It is extremely hard for a Christian to look
straight at his religion without regarding science
out of the corner of his eye, or to face science with-
out a similar side-glance at religion. But the effort

b xv

-



xvi PREFACE

must be made. In these pages I have asked my-
self frankly what I should consider the essence of
Christianity were I not acquainted with the results
of criticism ; and how much of criticism I should
admit if I cared nothing for Christianity. It does
not seem to me that the results are very harmoni-
ous, but I should be sorry to say they were
hopelessly irreconcilable. Indeed, the discord is
much less than I had expected. To guard against
bias I have inclined to the more extreme position
on both sides. If I have overstated the difficulty
so much the better.

But the purpose of these pages is in no wise to
make an apology for Christianity and Catholicism ;
nor yet to defend Modernism from the attacks of
its prejudiced enemies; nor to defend it at all;
but rather to save it from its friends—from those
amiable Liberal critics, who welcome it for precisely
the same mistaken reason as those for which
t_l_ltrambntanism condemns it. It seems ungrateful
and ungracious to criticise those who proffer sym-
pathy where so little is to be had. Yet it is pot
quite honest to accept a gift intended for another
address. So precious is praise that,if we do not
deserve it, we are tempted to accept it with
the intention of deserving it, and of becoming
what we are supposed already to be. Every
student of nature recognises the value of prepay-
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ments of merit. But he who would guard his
liberty will be shy of incurring such debts of
honour, and will decline what he knows to be
unmerited praise. Would that all Modernists
did so, and had declined to sacrifice the
originality, distinction and solitude of their posi-
tion to their desire for approbation; with the
result of seeming to make much ado about nothing,
and of arriving laboriously at a banal and facile
solution, of which the world is well-nigh weary.

Between the Modernism of these, and that of
L'Evangile et I'Eglise, there is scarcely a thought
in common. Even if the illustrious author of
that classical work has ceased to regard its position
as practicable in view of the subsequent action of
the Roman Church, that is no reason for giving its
name to a precisely contrary position—to the
Liberal Protestantism against which it was a pro-
test. Hope is largely subjective, neither kindled |
nor killed by objective reasoning. If we have no
hope in the Modernist position let us say so and
adopt some other, or none at all, and cease to call
ourselves by its name. Clear naming is essential
to clear thinking ; a spade is not a shovel.

If I find fault with some of the mistakenly
sympathetic critics of Modernism, I admit that
they are not without excuse, and that the blame
lies partly with those Catholics who, simply be-
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cause they are modern, call themselves Modernists.
I own, however, to intense irritation in reading
some of these well-meaning critiques. Their line
of argument is almost stereotyped. They begin by
dilating on tl_,le'lethal stagnation and immobility
of Rome. They then announce the astounding
discovery of a little Goshen of enlightenment amid
the waste of Egyptian darkness; of a group of
Roman Catholics who, in spite of the Index and
the vigilance of the terrible Inquisition, have dared
to read and think for themselves, with the inevit-
able result of developing strong protestant and
rationalistic sympathies. Next follow some quota-
tions of the critical and liberal admissions of
noted Modernists, in crude isolation from the
context of the whole position. Then those
Modernists are told that, though they are on the
right track, they have not read history, or have
read it to little purpose ; that they cannot see the
Papacy as it is seen by the clear impartial eye of
a total outsider; that the Pope claims to be in-
fallible and that it is idle to hope that he will
ever accept and define the truth of Modernism.
They will surely be excommunicated and the bark
of Peter will pursue its even course towards the
rocks as before. Let them give up their childish
dreams, and courageously push on to the only
possible conclusion, which the whole world dis-
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covered centuries ago. Then, with a pat on the
head and a final benediction, they are good-
naturedly dismissed.

Now this might be an excellent criticism of that
Liberal Catholicism which is associated with the
names of Lamennais, Lacordaire, Montalembert
and, later, with that of Newman, and of those who
followed his aims rather than his methods. But as
a criticism of the former position of M. Loisy and
of those who still adhere to it, it is entirely beside
the mark. The former undoubtedly believed and
hoped that the categories of existing Catholicism
were elastic enough to accommodate themselves to
the latest results of historical and critical research
and to the requirements of modern life—ethical,
economical and social. What they urged was,
not a criticism, but an energetic development oi'
those categories along the old lines without any:
change of direction. They did indeed entertairf
the hope (which no sane Modernist entertains for
a moment) that some spiritual-minded Pope might
one day, in spite of the bureaucracy that exploits
his primacy as a political asset, approve and give
force to their ideas. Any sort of revolution
seemed to them incompatible with substantial
continuity.

To the Modernist it does not seem so. Whether
in the history of nations, or in the world of organic

\
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life, he recognises that such revolutions often
belong to the normal course of development; that
the larval life runs its course evenly, up to a certain
point, only to prepare the way for a perfectly
normal reconstitution. He is convinced that
Catholic Christianity cannot live much longer on
the old lines; that it has already reached a stone
wall which it must surmount unless it be content
to dwindle away as it is even now doing. The
time has come, he thinks, for a criticism of cate-
gories—of the very ideas of religion, of revelation,
of institutionalism, of sacramentalism, of theology,
of authority, etc. He believes that the current
expression of these ideas is only provisional, and
is inadequate to their true values. He thinks that
the Catholic Christian Idea contains, within itself,
the power continually to revise its categories, and to
shape its embodiment to its growth, and that such
a transformation or revolution would be within the
orderly process of its life—merely a step forWard
to a fuller and better self-consciousness from a
copfused and instinctive self-consciousness,
/’ To suppose, then, that such Modernism is a
movement away from the Church and is converg-
_ ing towards Liberal Protestantism is to betray a
' _complete ignoranee-of its meaning—as complete
as that of the Encyclical Pascends. With all its
accretions and perversions Catholicism is, for thel
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't Modernist, the only authentic Christianity. " What-

ever Jesus was, He was in no sense a Liberal
Protestant. All that makes Catholicism most re-
pugnant to present modes of thought derives from
Him. The difficulty is, not Catholicism, but Christf
and Christianity. So far as other Christian bodies
are true to Christ, they are faced by the same
problems as are Modernists, If they escape them,
it is because, in defiance of history, they have
shaped Christ to their own image, and see in him
no more than the Moslem sees in Mohammed.

The wisest men may be wrong, not only in
detail, but in their whole scheme of things; yet
they are not therefore fools. The Modernist’s
confidence in Christianity may be misplaced, but
it cannot be despatched in a smart article or en-
cyclical. We may be sure that religion, the deep-
est and most universal exigency of man’s nature,
will survive. We cannot be so sure that any par-
ticular expression of the religious idea will survive,
Nay, we may be sure that all must perish, that
none can ever be perpetual and universal save that
which shall at last recognise and conform to the
laws of the religious process, as they come to be
established by reflection on wider experience.
Should Christianity be unable, or unwilling, to «
conform to these laws, it must perish, like every .
other abortive attempt to discover an universal
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religion as catholic as science. Religion, however,
will profit and learn by the failure. Fragments of
the ruin will be built into some new construction
raised on the old site—just as the ethics of Jesus »
have been built into the structure of Liberal Pro- .
testantism.

But the Modernist hopes for better things and
thinks that he sees the principles of a true Catholi-
cism in Christ and Christianity. Theoretically, it
may be so. The difficulties, however, are mainly
of the practical order, and men will differ in their
estimate of their magnitude.

G. TYRRELL.

June 29, 1909.
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CHRISTIANITY
AT THE CROSS-ROADS

1
MODERNISM AND TRADITION

HE term “Modernism” is rapidly growing

ambiguous. It was first applied, with hostile
intent, to that group of Roman Catholics whose
position was more or less travestied in the no-
torious Encyclical Pascends. Next it was ap-
propriated, rather reluctantly, by that same group,
to stand, not for the travesty, but for the truth of
their position. Then it was extended, quite legiti-
mately, to like groups in the Church of England
and other Churches, whose attitude towards tradi-
tion and modernity was analogous. In the ears
of the public at large, which cares little about
these controversies, it means what it sounds—
modernity in religious thought ; detachment from
tradition ; a new religion ; a new theology ; a new

everything.
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Of the avowed adherents or admirers of
Modernism a large proportion understand it in
this loose sense. They believe in modernity.

'\/Now a Modernist believes in modernity, but he

’also believes in tradition. If he criticises tradition,
he also criticises modernity. In neither case is his
faith blind. Of the two, his belief in tradition has
a certain priority. It is his primary interest. A
mere philosopher might be equally interested in
showing that a properly criticised traditionalism
is in harmony with a properly criticised modernity.
But he could not therefore be called a Modernist.
He might just as well be called an Antiquarian or
Traditionalist. His interest is in the synthesis,
but not in one more than in another of its terms.
But, paradoxical though it sound, the dominant
interest of the Modernist is in tradition.! This
paradox is due to the fact that Modernism has
been christened by the ultra-Traditionalists, not by
the ultra-Liberals. Newman was a reactionary for
the Noetics, a progressive for the Ultramontanes.
Of the two the Noetics were nearer the mark.

So, I would say, the attitude of the Modernist,
however critical, is one of attachment to, not of
detachment from, the Church’s tradition. His
attitude towards modernity, however open-minded
and sincere, is one of detachment rather than
attachment. So far as his affections are concerned
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he leans towards tradition; his concessions to
modernity are reluctant.

" Tam dealing, then, with the Modernism of the
Modernists, not with that of their adversaries on
the right and left; nor with that of their undis-
cerning partisans and mistaken admirers. By a’,
Modernist, I mean a churchman, of any sort, who
believes in the possibility of a synthesis between
the essential truth of his religion and the essential
truth of modernity.
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VARIOUS FORMS OF MODERNISM

HERE is obviously a practical and a specu-

lative side to this problem, according as we
consider the institutions or the teachings of the
Churches on the one hand and those of the
modern world on the other. Roughly speaking,
+ it is a battle between Authority and Liberty; be-
' tween Dogma and Science.

The practical problem is undoubtedly the more
acute, complex and difficult. Under its pressure,
both here and abroad, many have been led to
abandon the Modernist hope and to turn away
from the Churches to preach a new secular religion
of life and progress to the alienated multitudes.
They argue that, to be vital and effectual, a re-
ligion must express, while idealising, those moral
and social aspirations of the people from which it
originally sprang. All religions, they contend,
originated in this way by the agency of priests
or prophets, in whose minds moral and social
ideals received a mystical interpretation and super-
natural sanction, and became practically the law,

6
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the will of God. Even where a religion has been
imposed from outside, by conquest or otherwise,
it has taken root only so far as it could explain
and sanction life as lived by the people in question,
and thereby assist in the development of that life.
Thus it was that Christianity obtained a footing,
first among Jews, of whose life it was the product;
then among Greeks, Romans and Barbarians, to
whose life it was, in great measure, adaptable.
They hold that, by a process of petrifaction and
arrest, by the canonisation of the past, the ethical
and social ideas of Christianity have ceased to be
those of the new people, who have outgrown and-
departed from it ; that the Churches and the Age
differ even more profoundly and hopelessly in
their conception and valuation of life than in their
conception of truth; that a mental revolution were
not nearly so impossible as a moral revolution,
lieving that the Churches have thus lost all vital
\ and vitalising power, all grip on the living and
actual interests of the new world, all leverage for
its movement, these thinkers would leave religion
aside for the present, and preach all that is best,
most ideal, most truly essential in the spirit of the
age, trusting that, in course of time, its implicit
religion will become explicit in obedience to man’s
imperious need of a religion.
To this highly philosophical scheme, I suppose,
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a Modernist would reply that the disparity be-
tween the Christian conception of life and the
modern conception, which has, after all, grown out
of it, cannot be quite complete and absolute;
that the new conception is by no means divine
and needs criticism as much as the old; that the
result of this double criticism would be to reveal
a fundamental unity. He would allow the impo-
tence of the Church, the irreceptivity of the age,
but would ascribe them to accidental, not to essen-
tial, perversions,

But if it be hard to reconcile these opposites in
thought, it is still harder to reconcile them in fact;
and all that the Modernist has to urge against the
more desperate and impatient solution is hope
and patience. No two men will quite agree as to
the precise moment when a case becomes des-
perate. It is a judgment that depends on differ-
ences of experience and temperament, and each
must be left to the liberty of his opinion.

It is, however, with the doctrinal rather than with
the practical Modernism that I propose to deal.
Allowing that life and action, involving as they do
a confused consciousness of the truths they imply,
are more important than the analysis and state-
ment of those truths in doctrinal form, yet a slow
reaction of doctrine upon life and action cannot

' be denied. If the root affects the branches, power- *
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fully and directly, the branches may affect the
| root, slowly and indirectly, but not less really. If
our feelings govern our thoughts in a great measure,
our thoughts, in a little measure, may gradually
modify our feelings.

Moreover it is chiefly with Roman Catholic
Modernism that I propose to deal, not merely
because I know more about it, but because it is
Modernism par excellence, the first to bear the
name and pass it on to analogous movements.

In the Roman Church the problem attains its
clearest statement, its greatest urgency. For, in
the first place, her doctrinal positions, being far
more numerous and daring than those of any other
Church, offer a wider target to the shafts of criti-
cism. Secondly, scholastic logic has bound these
positions into a system so compact as to obliterate
any distinction between fundamental and contin-
gent elements. They all stand or fall together,
for they are all attached to the one root of ecclesi-
astical inerrancy. Other systems, more loosely
organised, could survive the amputation of this or
that member; Rome would bleed to death if she
sacrificed her little finger. Finally, this system, in
its rigid unity, is tied fast, as none other, to certain
fundamental presuppositions, which are assailed
to-day by a philosophy based on the comparative
study of religions, past and present.
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Hence the opposition between old and new is
more precise and acute in the Roman Church than
in any other. There the question is put more
clearly and exactly than elsewhere. But the
answer must interest, and eventually decide, the
fate of every other Church that shares any measure
of the same dogmatic system and rests on the
same ultimate presuppositions, If Rome dies,
other churches may order their coffins.

Indeed, it is its preoccupation with these ulti-
mate presuppositions that makes Modernism to
be, in the words of Pius X, “the compendium of
all heresies” Former heresies have questioned
this or that dogma, this or that ecclesiastical insti-
tution Modernism criticises the very idea of
dogma, of ecclesiasticism, of revelation, of faith, of
heresy, of theology, of sacramentalism.

Heretofore, as Mr. A. Leslie Lilley somewhere
remarks, Christendom has been broken up by
vertical sections. Now it is threatened with a
horizontal cleavage, passing through all those sec-
tions impartially. There are not only Modernist
Roman Catholics, but Modernist Anglicans and
Nonconformists—nay, Modernist Jews and Mus-
sulmans. Common to them all is the belief or
hope that their respective Churches are not out-
worn, are not dead but sleeping ; that the wine of
Modernism is not so new as it seems, or else that
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the ecclesiastical bottles are not so old as they
seem.

This criticism of religious categories and ulti-
mate ideas has been slowly forced into existence
by the detailed criticism of the results that have
been deduced from those ideas. The need of
reconciling these results with those of historical
and scientific criticism has gradually driven apolo-
gists back to the very roots of religion, in their
search for the exact point of divergence. Naturally,
it is in the Church of Rome that the divergence
has been most keenly felt and the search for its
origin most eagerly prosecuted.

What is common to all Roman Catholic Modern-
ists is the belief in a possible reconciliation of their
Catholicism with the results of historical criticism.
They differ widely as to what those results are,
and as to the means of reconciliation. This re-
congciliation practically consists in a re-reading or
reinterpretation of their Catholicism so as to find
room in it for accepted facts; and also in an
effort to control, and even resist, the destructive
tendencies of criticism. Plainly this implies philo-
sophising —a philosophy of Catholicism and a
philosophy of criticism; and, as regards their
philosophy, their reading of Catholicism, their
reading of criticism, Modernists are of all possible-
varieties, shades and grades.
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There are, as there always have been, men in the
the Roman Church whose conflict with official or-
thodoxy springs, not from their historical, but from
their philosophical convictions. One need only
think of Pascal, Descartes, Malebranche, Lamen-
nais, Gioberti in the past, as well as of Dom
Romolo Murri, and of the Christian Democrats
and Sillonists in the present, who are fighting
for ethical, economical and political convictions,
while repudiating all connection with theological
Modernists and their historical problems. As the
Church claims infallibility in morals as well as in
faith, their orthodoxy is only partial at the best,
and their conflict with her doctrinal authority is
not less real because it concerns matters of conduct
rather than matters of theology.

One must add to these another Category of
Modernism, condemned by Pius X under the
names of “ Laicism ” and “ Presbyterianism,” which
consists in a protest against that progressive
centralisation of the Roman Church, by which
first the laity, then the priests, and finally the
bishops, have been deprived of all active share in
Church life and government; which demands
constitutional guarantees for the liberty of the
subject against the caprices of authority; and
which is inspired by the idea of democracy as well
as by a knowledge of the original constitution of
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the Church. This is the most widespread of all
forms of Modernism, and is shared by thousands
who would cordially anathematise Dom Romolo
Murri as well as M. Loisy.

I must, however, confine my attention to theo-
logical Modernists and their historical problems.

Where there are so many shades and grades it
will be well to take the problem in its most
extreme and aggravated form. If a case can be
made out for that form, the milder forms will
be defensible a fortiori. If not, they may still be
defensible on other grounds.



111

THE OLD ORTHODOXY

HE historical objections raised against official
orthodoxy are drawn, git of all, from the
study of the origin and development of eccle-
\ siastical institutions and dogmas as excluding the
traditional notion of immutability. Secondly,
[from the criticism of the Old and New Testaments
—more especially of the Gospels, as conflicting
with the Christological and various other affirma-
tions of present orthodoxy.- Thirdly, from the
comparative study of religions as threatening th
claim of Christianity to be the sole and absolute'
religion.

To estimate justly the measure of the difficulty
we must be clear about the Zerminus a guo of
Modernist criticism—about the claims of official
orthodoxy. This is the more necessary as an
illegitimate use of the category of development
has been slowly introduced by way of a new patch
to hide the rent in the old garment—and with the
usual disastrous result. According to the orthodox
theory, as defended by Bossuet, as assumed by the

14
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Councils and the Fathers, the doctrines and essen-
tial institutions of the Catholic Church have been
always and identically the same. The whole dog-,
matic, sacramental and hierarchic system, as it
now stands, was delivered in detail by Christ to
His Apostles and by them to their successors.
He proclaimed, not the very words, but the very
substance in all detail of the doctrines of Trent
and the Vatican. He instituted the papacy, the
episcopate, the seven sacraments. The Immaculate
Conception of Mary was familiar, if not to the
Patriarchs, as Pius X has taught us in one of his
encyclicals, at least to the Apostles and the earliest
Christians.
~ The Church is the infallible guardian of this
system as delivered to her keeping by the Apostles
—not to develop dialectically, but to preserve intact
without addition or subtraction. “Keep the de-
—pesit,” “keep the form of sound words”—that
is her commission. It was an infallibility, not of
new revelation or of further deduction and de-
velopment, but of memory—of her collective|
Jmemory. The Holy Ghost was to teach and
bring to her remembrance all that Christ 4ad said
to her while on earth—ngtl@_g_pong. Hence in
the early Church the appeal is always to the Past,
not to the Future; the golden age of dogmatic
truth lies behind, not before. Apostolicity, de-
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rivation from the Apostles through the Apostolic
Sees, is the criterion of orthodoxy. It was nota
question of what, logically, the Apostles ougk? to
have held but did not hold; but of what they
fectually held. Novelty was the very definition of
Sheresy. Deductions, which the Apostles had not
imposed with the authority of revelation, could
not be imposed merely on that of reason. Heresy
was any departure from the actual and universal
belief of the faithful. When such novelties arose
and spread, bishops met in Council, not to de-
bate an open theological question and impose
their vote on the faithful, but to bear witness as
to the actual faith of their flocks; not to decide
what their flocks should believe for the future, but
to declare what they did believe at present and
had always believed ; not to make the innovation
heretical, but to declare that it was so already, as
being a departure from the actual and morally
universal belief of the faithful ; not to define an
open question, but to define that it never was
open. They did not make the truth to be de fide
but de fide definita—they defined that it was
already de fide. In this view of unchanging tradi-
tion there was no real, but only a verbal, difference
between the actual Christology.of the Nicene and
the ante-Nicene Church. The faithful may pre-
viously have said komotoussios, “of similar sub-
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stance,” but they meant Aomousios, “of identical
substance "—all except a few heretical innovators,
Against these the Council selected a term more
accurately expressive of the universal and un-
broken apostolic tradition. It did not make a
new article of universal belief.

So too Pius IX did not decide the open question
as to whether Mary’s conception was or was not
immaculate, as though it had not been always de
Jfide and universally held. He only declared,
against innovators, that the faithful with the ex-
ception of an insignificant minority had always, as
well as everywhere, believed in the Immaculate
Conception. If there were saints in this minority,
such as Augustine, Bernard, Thomas Aquinas and
Anselm, they were heretics in good faith, but none
the less heretics, in opposition to the general belief
of their contemporaries.

The Vincentian Canon sums up this view, in its
criterion of faith, as that which is believed by
everybody everywhere, and has always been so
believed. Nor must we be misled by Vincent’s
apparent concession to development. For, in his
physiology, the difference between the boy and the
man is only that of implicit and explicit; not that
of potential and actual, It is, like the evolution
allowed at the Council of Florence, the difference

between a cloak that is folded up and the same
c
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spread out. All that is revealed when it is spread
out was there from the first, not potentially, but
actually.!

Plainly this view of unchangeableness soon
encountered difficulties, even in times to which
the Past was sealed and its divergence from the
Present almost wholly unsuspected. The way in
which those difficulties were met supposes a con-
ception of tradition wherein development could
have no place. The only semblance under which
later theologians have sought to shelter their theory
of development is the distinction just mentioned
between implicit and explicit belief; between the
cloak folded and the cloak outspread. Because a
deduced conclusion is “implied” in its premisses,
no less than those premisses in the conclusion,
later theologians have quietly interpreted smplicit

1 Driesch, in his Gifford Lectures, 1907 (p. 46), notes that,
until the triumph of ‘‘epigenesis” in the eighteenth century,
““evolution” meant in biology an actual, not merely a potential,
pre-formation of the mature organism in its germ. Each part was
there in microscopic proportions. But ‘‘true epigenesis in the
descriptive sense of the term does exist. One thing is formed
after the other; there is not a mere ‘unfolding’ of what exists
already, though in a smaller form ; there is no evofutso in the old
meaning of the word.” Under this confusion between evolution as
an unfolding of actual packed-up parts, and evolution as epigenesis
or growth of new parts contained virtually in a germ, recent theo-
logians have claimed the authority of S. Vincent of Lerins and of
the Council of Florence for an entirely new conception of doctrinal

evolution, in flat contradiction to the ancient idea of doctrinal
identity. '
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as meaning potential belief ; whereas it had always
stood for actual though not stated belief; for a
belief too obvious to need statement; something
taken for granted and never challenged.

If I say that I attended a friend’s funeral it is not
necessary to say that he is dead. That is stated
implicitly. Yet it is not my potential, but my
actual, belief; my actual belief in his death is
implied in my actual belief in his burial. There
are many more or less remote consequences of his
death which I could, but do not, infer. These I
believe potentially but not actually—ie. I do mo¢
believe them. I may even deny them. Zkey are
implied, but my delief in them is not implied by
my assertion of his death.

Against historical difficulties, drawn from the
silence of earlier ages as to current beliefs, appeal
was made, not to the potential, but to the actual,.
though implicit and unstated, beliefs of those ages.
They were not mentioned because no one hadf
challenged them ; but had the man in the streeti
been questioned he would have answered as the|
Church of to-day.

Another appeal, quite inconsistent with any
theory of development, was to the Disciplina
Arcans and to all that Christ taught the Apostles
during those forty days after His resurrection.
This was not written down, but was confided to
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the rulers of the Church to be dispensed according
as exigencies might demand. All apparent addi-
ions to the Creed were, from the first, known
txplicitly to a favoured but undefined few, who
-ttransmitted them to the episcopate or to the Pope.
How much more these know only the future can
tell. This is hardly consistent with guod ubigue,
guod ab omnibus, though it saves the guod semper.
"~ As a weapon of apologetic it has been laid on the
shelf and its place has been taken by development
—a weapon which simply murders the system it
would defend.

—_ — e N
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HIS new weapon fitted well to hands that

had been trained in the disputations and
debates of the schools, where a man who held
certain premisses might be forced, even against
his will, to admit the conclusion that followed
from them. He seemed to be thus convicted of
holding what he did not hold or even denied—as
though it had been buried and lost in his subcon-
sciousness. At this rate earlier generations, who
had admitted the premisses while denying the
conclusions of later theologians, might be said to
have admitted those conclusions by implication ;:
and thus modern doctrines, in the face of such:
manifest and explicit denial in the past, might’
claim to have been held semper, ubique, ab omnzbus.
Thus S. Augustine, S. Anselm, S. Bernard, S.
Thomas, while explicitly denying, implicitly be-
lieved the Immaculate Conceptiog of Mary.

But it is one thing to say that' the truth (or
objective belief) was implied in their admissions;
another to say that their belief in the truth was

a
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so implied. An implied potential belief is not
the same as an implied actual belief. Under this
ambiguity of the word “implicit” a new concep-
tion of tradition has been quietly substituted for
the old. If a man is said to believe and admit,
in spite of his explicit denial, all that is objectively
implied by his data, then every avowed atheist is
a theist, and every heretic orthodox. If S. Thomas
was not a heretic for denying the Immaculate
Conception, neither was Arius a heretic for deny-
ing the Godhead of Christ. It is irrelevant to say
that the former dogma was not yet de fide definsta,
for it could not have been defined unless it had
always been de fide, always accepted by the faith-
ful at large. All we can say is that, in default of
public definition, S. Thomas may not have known
that he was an innovator and a heretic.

In this view, the whole character and meaning
of an ecumenical council is changed. It becomes
a theological debate. Bishops do not meet to
bear witness to the constant and universal belief of
their flocks, against some unheard-of innovation,
and to prove it a heresy simply by showing it to
be contrary to the actual universal faith. No;
someone has started a new opinion which has
gradually spread and divided the Church into two
camps. So far it is an open question ; the faithful
are at perfect liberty to choose this side or that.



‘ THE NEW ORTHODOXY 23

Those who choose the wrong side are not heretics,
for there has been no definition. They are justified
by their willingness to accept whatever a council
may decide. In that willingness all orthodoxy is
implied. In virtue of that willingness S. Bernard,
while denying, really believed in the Immacu-
late Conception. When union and charity are
threatened by the dispute, and the faithful are at
their wits’ end and do not know what to think,
bishops meet for an ecumenical debate, They
do not come to apply the criterion of universal
and constant belief; for the opinion is new and
: the faithful are at sixes and sevens on the subject.
They do not come to declare what is and always{
has been de fide, but to make something de fide)
for the future that was not so before and might be |

denied inculpably. They debate the question on ”

its own merits and then impose their decision on
the faithful as a law of belief, which is not new
only because it lay potentially in the admissions
of former generations, just as the first book of
Euclid lies potentially in the axioms, postulates
and definitions. It was always and universally
believed by the faithful even when they denied it.

In the old view revelation was guarded by the
infallible memory of the faithful collectively. To
know what was of faith was not a question of
speculation and argument, but of observation,

-_—
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When communication was more difficult than now,
it was possible to mistake local for unijversal
beliefs. The point was decided by reference to
the Apostolic Sees; especially to Rome, where
Christians from all quarters came together ; or else
to a general council of bishops, who came to wit-
ness to the constant and universal belief of their
several dioceses.

In the newer view revelation is guarded by the
infallible understanding of the episcopate in ecu-
menical debate—infallible in deducing the logical
consequences of the faith of past generations, and
adding them to the ever-growing body of explicit
and actual beliefs,

In the older view the body of actual beliefs was
a constant quantity ; in the newer it is susceptible
of indefinite increase. It is frankly allowed to be
far larger now than in the days of S. Bernard ; far
larger then than in the ante-Nicene Church. And
yet it was always the same—not actually, but
potentially, like the faith of an atheist who, from
a potential, has become an actual believer, We
are referred at every turn to acorns and oaks and
grains of mustard-seed. The Disciplina Arcani is
heard of no more,

As a means of explaining the ever-multiplying
difficulties of history—its strange silences, its em-
barrassing affirmations—Development is a more
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elastic hypothesis than the Disciplina Arcani. We
need not be astonished that earlier generations
had not drawn out all the consequences of their
admissions, or at times flatly denied those con-
sequences ; that they did not believe actually what
they believed potentially. It was much harder to
maintain that they were merely silent because the [,
beliefs in question were too obvious to need men- ?
tion ; or because they were too sacred to be uttered
publicly.

But this relief is purchased too dearly.

The fact that potential belief can consist with
actual denial ; that it levels all distinction between
believers and unbelievers—since all are potentially
believers—shows that it is not belief at all, any
more than potential health is real health.

If this was what the Fathers and Councils
meant by identity and immutability of doctrine,
by semper, ubique, ab omnibus, why did they never
recur to so obvious and easy an explanation, for
surely the idea of dialectical development is as old
as civilisation? It was not discovered by Darwin
or Newman. No; the identity they taught was
that of actual belief—of a constant body of doc-
trine from which nothing could be taken, to which
nothing could be added; which was apostolic
because it had been delivered whole and entire by
the Apostles, not to the intellectual analysis, but
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to the unfailing memory or tradition of the whole
Church. Their appeal was to the past, and not to
the future, as the period of fullest enlighten-
ment—an appeal inconceivable on the hypothesis
of a development of Faith. All growth is from a
formless germ to a plenitude of expansion; from
the dimness of dawn to the light of perfect day.
Its golden age is before it and not behind it; its
criterion is its end, not its beginning. What
would S. Paul, who lived in daily expectation of
the Parousia, have thought had he been told that
the light of Christian truth was but at its dawn;
that he was living in the Church’s darkest age;
that even the nineteenth century would not see the
sun at its height? What would the Christians of
the first ages, with their faces towards the past,
have thought had they been told that the fulness
of revelation lay before and not behind ?

This was too fundamental a point of tradition
to be denied, and so we find the development
theory clumsily tacked on to it. It is conceded
that the Apostles knew fully and explicitly by
revelation all that has been, or shall ever come to
be, believed actually by the Church, But the sub-
Apostolic age was not fit for this fulness of truth:
only through long centuries could the Church be
prepared to receive it. It was delivered to the
sub-Apostolic age wrapped up in certain pregnant
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and central dogmas, whose potentiality has been
unfolded by the divinely assisted dialectic of
Christian thought. Thus dogmatic truth is slowly
returning to that original fulness and explicitness
which it possessed in the Apostolic mind. The
process begins, as it ends, in a period of maximum
illumination. From an initial maximum of evolu-
tion it passes immediately to a maximum of in-
volution, and thence moves slowly and laboriously
towards its original condition.

But if this fulness of Apostolic illumination was
not communicable or communicated to the Church,
how can we appeal toit? Of what useisitasa cri-
terion if we are only to rediscover it at the end of
time? The backward appeal can only be to the
sub-A postolic age—the age of maximum involution
and darkness. And let us remember that the
classical appeal was not merely to the Apostles,
but to the earlier ages as nearer the plenitude of
light, and therefore more enlightened.

Let us also remember that the Church claims to be
the infallible guardian of that deposit of faith com-
mitted to her by the Apostles. Yet this hybrid
theory of development implies that the casket of
dogmatic jewels at once dropped from her weak
and incompetent hands, and that she is infallible,
not in keeping what she received, but in slowly
recovering what she has lost,
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But if such a theory of development is in flagrant
contradiction with the patristic idea of doctrinal
immutability, this patristic idea has long since
crumbled to dust in the light of history. To find
our present theological system in the first century
is as hopeless as to find our present civilisation
there. No one attempts it any longer. It was
possible only for those early generations, whose
divergences from the Apostolic age were com-
paratively slight, or for those later generations,
from whom their palpable divergences from Apos-
tolicity were hidden by their ignorance of the past.
No Ultramontane pretends that the Immaculate
Conception was actually and explicitly believed
always and everywhere by everybody. They have
transferred their cargo to the new vessel of develop-
ment, whose unseaworthiness we have just noted.

Not that development can do more than post-
pone their shipwreck on the rocks of history. Even
to show that the present doctrinal system was
contained logically in the admissions of the first
centuries means a torturing of texts and documents
incompatible with any sort of historical sincerity.
No historical probability, taken alone, is coercive,
but the cumulus of probabilities is irresistible for
all but the wilful sceptic; and under the weight of
such a cumulus even the developmental view of
doctrinal immutability falls to the ground.
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HIS idea of dialectical development had long

- superseded the old apologetic of actual
identity and unchangeableness when Newman
appeared on the scene with the theory of doctrinal
development associated with his name. The facts
that it is thus associated with his name, and that
it was vehemently opposed by the scholastic sup-
porters of dialectical development, ought to be
enough to prove that it is a radically different and
irreconcilable system. That those who have con-
demned this system in the Encyclical Pascends
should try to show that Newman never held it,

' and that he was at one with scholastics in their

purely dialectical idea of development, may be put
down partly to tactics, and partly to ignorance and
the tendency of the ill-read to read their own ideas
into everything. The fact that Newman spoke of
Christianity as the development of an “idea ” easily
misled those for whom “ideas” mean intellectual
concepts, universals, definitions,from which a doctri-
nal system could be deduced syllogistically. More-
29
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over his Essay on the Development of Christian
Doctrine was undoubtedly written with one eye
fixed on his scholastic critics, and with a view to
dissemble the difference between their conception
and his own as much as possible. His own con-
ception, undistorted by any such synthetic effort,
is to be found in his Oxford Lectures. It is one
of biological, rather than of dialectical, develop-
ment; organic, rathér than architectural.

If a man is to be judged by what he is funda-
mentally, and in his dominant aims and sym-
pathies, it is absurd to speak of Newman as a
Modernist in any degree. It is equally absurd
to speak of him as an Ultramontane; though it
will be always possible for Ultramontanes to say
that he was one until we have a sincere and
integral publication of his correspondence. But
if he was not an Ultramontane, it was because
he was more, and not less, conservative than that
a priori school which evolves history out of general
ideas, and holds documents in abhorrence. The
whole aim of his apologetic was the integrity
of the Catholic tradition of the Roman Church ;
its preservation against the corrosive atmosphere
of rationalism and liberalism. Yet the whole
character and temper of his mind was adverse
to the merely dialectical apologetic of scholastics
and Ultramontanes, while his knowledge of early




NEWMAN'S THEORY OF DEVELOPMENT 3t

Church history convinced him of the inadequacy
of their attempt to reconcile primitive with pre-
sent-day Catholic theology. He saw clearly that
modern adversaries had to be met on their own
grounds with their own weapons; that crossbows
and bludgeons were helpless against long-range
rifles,

What he did not see, perhaps, was the intimate
connection between methods and their results;
that the new could not defend the old, nor the
old the new; that to give his adversaries the
choice of weapons was to give them the victory.
Here the instinct or intuition of the Roman
Church, incisting on scholasticism as the only
proper weapon of orthodox apologetic, is wiser.
So far, and it is now very far, as the Roman
system has been created by scholasticism, it can
only be maintained and defended by scholas-
ticism.,

His Essay on Development is an argumentum
ad hominem, addressed to the Tractarians. He
uses his favourite method, derived from Butler:
If you come so far, you must either come
further or go back. If you are a Deist, you
must become a Christian or a Rationalist; if you
are a Christian, you must become a Catholic or
a Deist. In short, if you are not a Roman
Catholic, you must become a sceptic. So, too,
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if the Tractarians reject the later developments
of Roman theology, why not also those of the
Fathers and early Councils? If they can recon-
cile the latter with the Vincentian canon, why
not also the former? In no case can the rigid
and literal identity of the later and earlier theology
with the Depositum Fides be maintained. Develop-
ment of some sort must be admitted. The original
“deposit” must be conceived as in some sense
agerm. To conceive it as a body of theological
premisses, susceptible of indefinite dialectical
development, would be obviously inconsistent
with the appeal to the Apostolic age as the
most spiritually enlightened. Theology and
Revelation must be distinguished. The content
of Revelation is not a statement, but an “idea”

—embodied, perhaps, in certain statements and

institutions, but not exhausted by them. This
embodiment is susceptible of development; but
the animating “idea” is the same under all the
variety and progress of its manifestations and
embodiments. There is a development of insti-
tutions and formulas but not of the revealed
“idea,” not of the Faith. Thus the advantage
of later over earlier ages is merely secondary
and protective—a compensation for their growing
disadvantage. As time goes on the preservation
of the original “idea” needs more complex
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defences against oblivion and distortion. As the
initial force lessens, it needs to be husbanded more
carefully.

In this notion of an “idea” as a spiritual force
or impetus, not as an intellectual concept, New-
man identifies himself with the modern, and
separates himself from the scholastic, mind. It
is the weapon that Modernists have taken from
him and turned against much of that system
in whose defence he had framed it. He himself
must have owned that it was as far from the
mind of the Fathers as from that of the
scholastics; that when the Fathers spoke of the
unbroken identity of the Faith, they were not
thinking of an “idea” but of a dogmatic system,
which neither had been nor could be developed
—which had come down unchanged from the
hands of the Apostles.

Dealing with Tractarians, he is more con-
cerned about the “idea” of the Catholic Church
than about that of Christianity. He assumes
their identity as admitted by his opponents.
He has merely to show that the “idea” of early
and present-day Roman Catholicism is the same.
He has to show that they are governed by the
same ends, the same methods, the same temper
—not always a very pleasant one—and therefore

presumably embody the same idea of which even
D
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these unpleasantnesses are the characteristic,
though morbid, manifestations.

As an argumentum ad hominem it is un-
doubtedly strong. But, for one whom it will
drive forward, it will drive a hundred backward
_to reconsider the admissions that lead to such
consequences, In ‘virtue of his method Newman
did as much for unbelief as for belief. Between
himself and the sceptical issue stood the barrier
of his own subjective and incommunicable religious
experiences, and so his method carried him for-
wards and not backwards. Others may not share
his religious experiences, or, if they do, may seek
their explanation in psychology rather than in
divinity ; and for these his method is a two-edged
sword.




Vi

FIRST RESULTS OF NEW TESTAMENT
CRITICISM

UT the problem to which Modernists have

to apply Newman’s theory of Development
is one which he saw only in vague outline, as a
cloud on the distant horizon. He was contem-
porary with that application of historical criticism
to Christian origins and to the New Testament
which occupied so many German scholars in the
nineteenth century. But Germany was further
from Oxford in his day than at present, and he did
not even read German. It was generally assumed,
and comfortably believed, that this criticism, as the
work of German rationalists and infidels, could
offer no immediate danger to the belief of sensible
people in this country ; that the critics were all at
sixes and sevens, so that any of their assertions
could be met with counter-assertions from their
own fraternity ; that there was nothing but endless
oscillation, no real progress, no established results;
that at any rate the dispute was confined to the
study and could never reach the street,

35
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As a matter of fact it has reached the street and
the railway bookstall, to a great extent here, to a
far greater extent in Germany and elsewhere.
Like every new subject of scientific inquiry, that
of Christian origins gave rise at first to a whole
chaos of conflicting opinions and hypotheses, but,
as time went on, the number of issues was
narrowed down steadily, and an amount of general
agreement reached that seemed to justify the
diffusion of such results in a popular form.

The problem of present-day Catholicism is, not
to reconcile itself with that of the earlier centuries,
to find in both a common “idea ” of ecclesiasticism,
but to find ecclesiasticism of any sort in Jesus
Christ as He is given to us by historical criticism ;
to find in the earliest Catholicism a true develop-
ment of the “idea” of Christ. So far as Newman'’s
narrower problem is concerned his contentions
have, in many ways, gained rather than lost at
the hands of historical criticism. The antiquity
of the leading features and principles of Catholi-
cism has been pushed further and further back,
till its beginnings are found in the New Testa-
ment itself. The hierarchy is felt in the Pastoral
Epistles ; sacramentalism in S. Paul; theology
in the Johannine writings; ecclesiasticism in
S. Matthew ; the Petrine ascendency in S. Matthew
and the Acts.
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Taking their idea of Christianity from Ger-
man Protestantism and Pietism, critics are not
concerned to distinguish between the claims of
Tractarianism and Roman Catholicism, or to de-
fend the purity of the first six centuries against
the impurity of the subsequent thirteen. They
agree with Newman as to the continuity of “idea”
governing the Catholic tradition from S. Paul to
Pius X. I say “with Newman "—not with the
scholastic or pre-scholastic view of continuity of
the dogmatic and institutional system. Of these
views their method is entirely destructive. It
shows equally that there has been a continual
process of growth, and that that growth has
not been dialectical; but, like that of civilisation,
unified by its end, its idea, its spirit. For them
the problem is the transition from Christ to
Catholicism. And here we have two schools—
one affirming, the other denying, continuity of
idea. The former is at once the older and the
newer; and this for a reason that points to its
permanence.

The Eschatological view, as it is called, was
first formulated in a spirit hostile to Christianity,
as known under the form of German Protestantism.
The intention of this school was to represent
Christ’s central inspiration as an illusion, and
Christianity as the outcome of a fanatical dream
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to show that what was of universal and permanent
value in His ethical teaching was not, and did not
claim to be, His own; that what was His own was
not of permanent value since it was coloured
through and through with His illusion as to the
immediate end of this world and the coming of a
new miraculous world, in which sin would be im-
possible and where ethics would have no scope.
In a word, they wished to show that the German
Protestant Christ never existed any more than the
Roman Catholic Christ.

Against the haste and crudeness of this first
formulation of the eschatological view, subse-
quent critics waged, for many years, a steady
warfare in favour of what we may call the Liberal
Protestant Christ. “Liberal,” because the rejection
of the miraculous and, to a very great extent, of
the transcendent, /enseits, was common to them
with their opponents.




VIl
THE CHRIST OF LIBERAL PROTESTANTISM

HE Jesus of the school of critics represented

to-day by Harnack and Bousset, was a Divine
Man because He was full of the Spirit of God ;
full of Righteousness. He came (it is assumed
rather than proved) at a time when the Jews were
full of apocalyptic expectations as to the coming
of the Messiah, who was to avenge them of their
enemies and establish a more or less miraculous and
material Kingdom of God upon earth. He Himself
seems to have shared this view in a spiritual form,
translating it from material to ethical terms. As
destined by a Divine vocation to inaugurate a
reign of Righteousness, a Kingship of God over
men’s hearts and consciences, He felt Himself to
be the true, because the spiritual, Messiah. With
difficulty He trained a few of His followers to this
conception of the Kingdom and the Christ. He
went about doing good (even working cures which
He supposed to be miraculous) and teaching
goodness. The essence of His Gospel was the
Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of man ;

39
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or else the two great Commandments of the law
—the love of God and of one’s neighbour; or
else the Kingdom of God that is within us. True,
these were platitudes of contemporary Jewish
piety, and even of pagan philosophy. But Jesus
drove them home to the heart by the force of
personal example and greatness of character—
above all, by dying for His friends and for these
ethical principles, Of course He was, to some
extent, of His time. He believed in miracles, in
diabolic possession ; above all, He believed in the
immediate end of the world; and a great deal of
His ethics, coloured by that belief, was the ethics
of acrisis. But these were but accidents of His cen-
tral idea and interest, in regard to which we may
say He was essentially modern, so far as our re-
discovery of the equation Religion = Righteousness
is modern, not to say Western and Teutonic.

For this almost miraculous modernity the first
century was not prepared. No sooner was the
Light of the World kindled than it was put under
a bushel. The Pearl of Great Price fell into the
dustheap of Catholicism, not without the wise
permission of Providence, desirous to preserve it
till the day when Germany should rediscover it
and separate it from its useful but deplorable
accretions. Thus between Christ and early
Catholicism there is not a bridge but a chasm.
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Christianity did not cross the bridge ; it fell into
the chasm and remained there, stunned, for nine-
teen centuries. The explanation of this sudden
fall—more sudden because they have pushed
Catholicism back to the threshold of the Apos-
tolic age—is the crux of Liberal Protestant critics.
The only analogy I can think of is the sudden
appearance of Irvingite Catholicism in the bosom
of Presbyterianism.

The theory is curiously akin to that of the
neo-Roman theologians. In both Revelation is
suddenly eclipsed with the Apostolic age, to regain
its primitive brilliance only after the lapse of
centuries, Here it is the Immaculate Conception
that is rediscovered ; there it is the Fatherhood of
God and the first principles of morality.

It was to the credit of their hearts, if to the preju-
dice of their scientific indifference, that these critics
were more or less avowedly actuated by apologetic
interests. They desired to strip Jesus of His
medieval regalia, and to make Him acceptable to
a generation that had lost faith in the miraculous
and in any conception of another.life that was not
merely a complement, sanction and justification
of this life. They wanted to bring Jesus into the
nineteenth century as the Incarnation of its ideal
of Divine Righteousness, i.e. of all the highest
principles and aspirations that ensure the healthy
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progress of civilisation. They wanted to acquit
Him of that exclusive and earth-scorning other-
worldliness, which had led men to look on His
religion as the foe of progress and energy, and
which came from confusing the accidental form
with the essential substance of His Gospel. With
eyes thus preoccupied they could only find the
German in the Jew; a moralist in a visionary;
a professor in a prophet ; the nineteenth century
in the first; the natural in the supernatural,
Christ was the ideal man; the Kingdom of
Heaven, the ideal humanity. As the rationalistic
presupposition had strained out, as spurious, the
miraculous elements of the Gospel, so the moral-
istic presupposition strained out everything but
modern morality. That alone was the substance,
the essence, of Christianity—das Wesen des Chris-
tentums, If God remained, it was only the God
of moralism and rationalism—the correlative of
the Brotherhood of man; not the God of Moses,
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; of David and the
prophets.

Now it is clear that every scientific inquiry
must be impelled by a motive and guided by
a hypothesis. A method is in itself a dead tool
without force or direction. Were truth not advan-
tageous, the will could not seek it. The question
is whether we are thinking of some particular,
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personal or party advantage or the advantage of
human life as a whole ; whether our desire is in-
dividual or universalistic in its interest—a desire
of the separate or of the spiritual self. The weight
of a given planet has no immediate bearing on
practical politics, but only on the completeness of
the human understanding, which is a co-factor of
human life in general. Truth for truth’s sake
means truth for life’s sake, it only excludes an
eye to any less universal advantage. What we
call “idle curiosity ” is often a healthy instinct—a
desire to integrate our general view of the world
in which we have to live.

True, scientific inquiry cannot be coldly dis-
interested, but any other interest than the integra-
tion of knowledge distorts its vision. Here the
Liberal Protestant critics failed no less than the
positively anti-Christian critics. Their hypothesis
was an article of faith, not an instrument of
inquiry. If they have been beaten off the field
we need not, perhaps, set it down to the severer
detachment of their conquerors, but to the stricter
application of that critical method which they
invoked

It is by that method that Johannes Weiss and
his followers have been forced back, very un-
willingly in most cases, to the eschatological and
apocalyptic interpretation of the Gospel. Very
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unwillingly, because it destroys the hope of
smoothing away the friction between Christianity
and the present age; because, in closing the chasm
between the Gospel and early Catholicism, it
makes the Christianity of Christ, in all essentials,
as unacceptable as that of Catholicism.

Of this state of things Loisy was not slow
to take advantage in L'Evanmgile et ['Eglise,
directed against the Liberal Protestantism of
Harnack’s Wesen des Christentums. The Christ
that Harnack sees, looking back through nine-
teen centuries of Catholic darkness, is only the
reflection of a Liberal Protestant face, seen at
the bottom of a deep well. Applying Newman’s
notion of development to a broader and deeper
problem than Newman’s, Loisy contends that the
“idea” of Christ, in its substance and character,
is identical with that of Catholic Christianity
and opposed at nearly all points to that of Liberal
Protestantism.

Rome (profoundly ignorant of the critical move-
ment, its currents and tendencies) thought that
even a victory over the Protestant might be pur-
chased at too great a cost, and repudiated a
notion of development different from that of
her theological dialecticians, and disastrous to
their idea of orthodoxy. Her hostility to the
book and its author have created a general im-
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pression that it is a defence of Liberal Protestant
against Roman Catholic positions, and that
“Modernism” is simply a protestantising and
rationalising movement. This confusion is wide-
spread within and without the Roman Church,
and many who account themselves Modernists are
disciples of Harnack rather than of Loisy.




VIII

THE CHRIST OF ESCHATOLOGY

ET us consider for a moment the figure of the
historical Jesus as it slowly emerges from
the hands of criticism. We can only see it in
dim outline, for it is incomplete in many a detail.
But as it stands in the rough it is enough for our
purpose. If the material is supplied by S. Mark,
we cannot complete the image without assistance
from S. Matthew and, to some extent, from the
other evangelists.

There is no evidence to show that the Baptist
tand Jesus appeared at a time of high Messianic
lexpectations and were, so to say, creations of their
surroundings, Both seem to have been mystics
and seers, the creators rather than the creatures
of an epoch. Indeed, the whole attempt to write
the Gospel story in the light of natural psycho-
logical laws, working in given social conditions, is
doomed to failure. For the supernatural beliefs
and intuitions of Jesus played the chief part in
that story and interfered with the concatenation
of natural causes., His Messianic consciousness

46
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was the main determinant of His action and utter-
ance. Of that consciousness we do not know the
source, presumably it was derived from some
sort of vision or revelation. Inferences and in-
ductions are not wont to be so tyrannically strong
and irresistible. His Christhood was the secret,
the mystery of His life. He revealed it reluctantly
and cautiously to His disciples; He confessed it
at His trial in order to induce His death; but
otherwise and even from the Baptist He hid it
away. Of anything like a development of His
Christ-consciousness there is no evidence that will
stand criticism. His eschatology was just that of
the Jewish apocalyptics, with the difference that
He Himself was destined to be the Son of Man.
The Son of Man was a superhuman heavenly
being, the ruler of a supernatural Kingdom of
God, that was to descend upon earth and take the
place of the present order of things. He was not.
the Messiah of the prophets, who was to secure
the temporal supremacy of Israel on earth and
reign on the throne of David. The decay of that
prophetic hope had introduced the more radical
apocalyptic hope. The Kingdom of God was not
to be realised by any gradual development of the
present order, but by an irruption of the super-
natural order. While on earth Jesus was, in some
sense, the Son of Man only by destiny. He had
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to wait for His glorification and manifestation.
In what way He was to put on that higher nature
is not clear. But the “possession” of human
beings by superhuman beings, by the spirit of
God or by evil spirits, was a familiar idea in those
days. There is reason to think that He mingled
certain elements of the prophetic Messianic ex-
pectation with the apocalyptic idea. His concep-
tion of the righteousness preparatory to entrance
into the Kingdom was inward and spiritual, not
legal and external. Probably He regarded Him-
self, in His earthly state, as the promised Son of
David,! and the “suffering servant” who was to
be glorified eventually as the Son of Man. Of
‘the nearness of the final catastrophe He was
'convinced, His own advent into the world was
guarantee for that. So far, and as far as He had
already seen Satan falling from Heaven and the

1 There is no reason to question His Davidic origin. The
apologetic anxiety of Matthew and Luke, with their incompatible
stories of His birth in Bethlehem, neither disproves the possibility
that He was born there, nor that He was of Davidic stock. S.
Matthew, as usual, is preoccupied about the fulfilment of a sup-
posed prophecy as to the locality of His birth, not as to His
descent. Had the claim (which was a very early one) to Davidic
origin been mythical, it could easily have been refuted by reference
to James and his other surviving kinsmen. When He asks bow
the Son of David can also be David’s Lord, seated at God’s right
hand, He seems to hint at His own secret of the mysterious identi-
fication of the prophetic Son of David with the apocalyptic Son
of Man-—a veritable union of two natures in one personality.
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demoniacs quailing before Him, He could speak
of the Kingdom as already on earth—*“even at
the doors.” It might burst forth in a year; it
could not delay beyond a generation. His work
on earth was to prepare and hasten the Kingdom
—to close the last chapter of human history. He
was here avowedly in the réle of a prophet—the
prophet from Nazareth; and being destined to
shine forth as the Son of Man He was here
incognito. He was here, not to preach His own
glory—that, the Father would reveal in due time
—but the coming of the Kingdom—His Father’s
business. From the days of the Baptist, and
thenceforth, the Kingdom of Heaven was to be
stormed and hurried on by prayer and repentance.
Repent, He cried, for the Kingdom of Heaven is
at hand. None but the righteous could enter in,
or pass unconsumed through the fiery tribulations
that were imminent—the wrath that was to come
—or stand before the Son of Man in the approach-
ing judgment.

Yet righteousness was not the substance of the
Kingdom ; eternal life was not the moral life. In
the Kingdom men were to be as the angels of
God ; the moral struggle with all its conditions
and occasions would be over, it would be rewarded
by rest in glory, not by the glory of going on.
Men would enter into the joy of their Lord, the

E
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Son of Man—a superhuman, not a human, state.
There is no hint in all this of a Kingdom of Christ,
a reign of morality here upon earth to be brought
about by the gradual spread of Christ’s teaching
and example, The parables of the mustard seed
and the leaven, adduced in its favour, are irrelevant.
They merely contrast the slightness of the cause
with the greatness of the effect; man’s natural
efforts with God’s supernatural response. Jesus
did not come to reveal a new ethics of this life,
but the speedy advent of a new world in which
ethics would be superseded. Nor was His secret
the fact that the expected temporal Messiah and
Kingdom of Israel were parables of moral values.
He thought of the Messiah and the Kingdom as
did His contemporaries ; neither as temporal, nor
yet as moral, but as transcendental and super-
natural. Men were to be transformed and glori-
fied ; heaven and earth were to be transfigured ;
the just were to eat the same spiritual meat and
drink the same spiritual drink at the heavenly
banquet with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; there
was to be no more death or sorrow or sin or
temptation, for the former things were to pass
away. The poor, the meek, the peacemakers, the
merciful, the pure, the mourners, the hungerers
after justice, the persecuted would be so no more ;
and their virtues would cease with their occasions.
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The morality of Jesus was for this life, not for the
next—the passing condition, not the abiding sub-
stance of blessedness. Nothing is original in the
righteousness preached by Jesus. All is to be
found in the prophets, psalmists and saints of the
Jewish people, not to speak of the pagan moralists
and saints. It represents but the highest dictates
of man’s purified heart and conscience. Much,
however, is coloured by the immediate expectation
of the end and is applicable only to such an emer-
gency. In such a crisis it was not worth while
to assert a thousand just claims that, in normal
circumstances, could not be inculpably neglected.
There was only time to seek the Kingdom of God
in which all such losses would be made good.
Involved in the apocalyptic idea of the im-
mediate advent of the Kingdom were three of its
necessary preludes—the coming of Elias; the out-
pouring of the Spirit ; the fiery tribulation through
which the just were to pass to their glorification.
That the Baptist did not consider or announce
himself as Elias is clear; not only from silence,
but from his question to Jesus: “ Art thou He
that cometh?”—a term that referred to “that
prophet” and not to the Son of Man, who was to
appear in the clouds and was not expected first
in human form. “Elias indeed cometh and
shall restore all things”; here, as upon another
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occasion, Jesus reveals, in the form of a mystery
or secret, that, in John the Baptist, Elias has
already come—a secret connected with and de-
pendent on that of His own Christhood. The
Baptism of John was unto repentance and a new
life. It was not a merely symbolic and ritual act,
as we Modernists take for granted. The idea of
sacraments or effectual symbols was as familiar to
the Jewish as to the Hellenic mind of that day.
It was dominant in the apocalyptic scheme, under
the form of sealings and tokens. The Eucharist,
as celebrated by Jesus, was not merely a figure but
an effectual pledge of a participation in the Messi-
anic banquet of the coming Kingdom. If Hellenic
influences accentuated the sacramental idea later,
it was none the less truly in the mind of Jesus.
So too the Baptism of John was an effectual cause
of the righteousness and repentance that entailed
the subsequent baptism of the Holy Spirit, and
the consequent transfiguration of the body in the
Kingdom of God. The Christian Church carried
on this baptism, with the difference that the
Spirit, already poured out on earth, is at once
given to the recipient of John’s baptism.

The outpouring of the Holy Spirit, foretold by
Joel as the immediate prelude of the Day of
:Judgment, had for its end the introduction of the
new world and a transfigured humanity. Those
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who were “ possessed ” by God’s Spirit were trans-
formed essentially into Sons of God and new
creatures ; they were proved so by superhuman
works, by dominion over devils and demoniacs, as
much as by moral gifts and graces. Like those
who were possessed, they spoke with strange
tongues—the tongues of angels, not of devils,
They were endowed with a preternatural wis-
dom that none could withstand and that no
premeditation could assist: “For it is not ye
that speak, but the Spirit of your Father that
speaketh in you” It seems clear that Jesus
considered Himself as “ possessed ” with the pleni-
tude of this “Power from on high” from the
moment of His baptism by John. For Him no
intermediary stage of “ repentance” was necessary.
It was this Spirit that forthwith drove Him into a .
conflict with the Spirit of Evil in the desert. This
was no mere moral parable, but a visionary
experience; and visions in those days were not
hallucinations but revelations of hidden realities.
From this story we learn that Satan had usurped
the dominion of the whole world, which was now
to be wrested from him by a despoiler stronger
than he. The fact that Jesus and His disciples
cast out devils by the power of the Holy Ghost
was a sign that the Kingdom of Heaven was at
hand and the Kingdom of Satan overthrown,
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It was probably not from the Heaven of the
Blessed (where he is placed in the Book of. Job)
that Jesus saw Satan fall like lightning, but from
the throne of the Prince of the Air, of the Ruler
of the Darkness of this world, who boasted that
he would set his throne above that of God. The
whole battle was between the Kingdom of Satan
and the Kingdom of God. The visible conflict in
this world was, according to apocalyptic thought,
the shadow or double of an angelic conflict
between the hosts of Lucifer and Michael in the
upper and spiritual world. After the final struggle
and the overthrow of Satan, the just were to be
gathered with the angels into the Kingdom of
God, to which they were predestined from the
foundation of the world; the unjust were to be
gathered with the Devil into that everlasting fire
and outer darkness to which they and the devils
had been likewise predestined. Predestination is
no innovation of the Pauline and Johannine
writings, but belongs to the thought of Jesus.
The third prelude of the End was the last
desperate and unparalleled struggle of Satan for

- the retention of his Kingdom; the uprising of

all the powers of evil against Jesus and His
saints; the great “peirasmos” or temptation ;
the “fiery tribulation”; the “wrath to come,”
through which the just were to pass and from
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which they were to pray to be delivered : “ Bring
us not into temptation, but deliver us from the
Evil One”; “Pray that ye enter not into tempta-
tion.” It behoved Him, it behoved all His saints,
to suffer these things, and so to enter into their
glory.

If the Lord’s Prayer admits of a moral inter-
pretation, its first sense is eschatological. It is the
prayer of and for the Kingdom. “Thy Kingdom
come ” is its governing clause. “Thy will be done
on ecarth as it is in heaven” has reference, not to
the present, but to the new earth, where there will
be no sin or possibility of sin, and where ethics will
be superseded. Their daily bread is enough for
those who, in view of the immediate end, have no
reason to hoard for a distant future; whose first
care is to seek the Kingdom, through repentance
and forgiveness, and to persevere to the end through
the coming temptation or trial.

When He sent forth His disciples it was in the
belief (Matt. x., 23) that, before they had preached
to all the cities of Israel and returned to Him, He
would come in the clouds as the Son of Man,
Whether He was to have passed to His glory
through death and resurrection, or to have been
caught up into the air and transfigured like Elias,
is not clear. But S, Paul (1 Thess. 1Iv, 13-17;
1 Cor, Xv,, 50-3) shows that the alternative was
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recognised in apocalytic thought. In His dis-
course He does not treat the disciples as mission-
ary teachers, but as heralds of the End. He
promises them the gift of the Spirit, which shall
make them wiser than all their adversaries and
triumphant over the power of the Devil. He
foretells them that tribulations, temptations and
persecutions will come, of which there was no
indication in existing natural conditions, but which
were entailed in His belief in the immediacy of
the End, and, therefore, of its necessary preludes.
Except their dominion over the possessed,
none of these predictions were fulfilled when the
Apostles returned. For Jesus this was an indica-
tion that the Kingdom had to be stormed yet
more violently. He would go forth and raise the
Powers of Darkness against Himself and thus,
by His own death, hasten the issue, and deliver
from temptation those whose spirit was willing
but whose flesh was weak. He would suffer in
their place and give His life as a ransom for
many. He would go up to Jerusalem and pro-
voke the ministers of Evil to a final assault.
Henceforth His life is a quest of that death which
was to open the Kingdom of Heaven to all
believers. Such a death would necessarily be
the death of the cross, with all its concomitant
ignominies. His predictions of it were founded
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on His resolve; that of His subsequent resurrec-
tion was founded on His Messianic self-conscious-
ness. It behoved Him to suffer and so to enter
into His glory. But His Christhood was still a
secret, shared only by His disciples. It was to
be revealed to the world only when He should
have come in the clouds, vindicated by the Father,
whose glory, and not His own, was the end of
His earthly mission: “I have glorified Thee on
the earth . . . and now glorify Thou Me, O Father.”

It seems probable that the Apostles’ vision of
the Transfiguration preceded rather than followed
the confession of Peter, and is alluded to in the
words: “Flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto
thee ; but My Father.” It was by no induction or
inference that Peter had divined His Christhood ;
but by a supernatural vision. All that could be
divined otherwise was that Jesus was a wonder-
working prophet—possibly Elias; possibly, even,
the promised Son of David. But these were
human personalities; whereas the Son of Man
was (in common acceptance) a heavenly and a
supernatural being. His destined identification
with that being was the secret of Jesus; a matter
of revelation, not of inference. There is no con-
vincing reason to question the authenticity of
Matthew XVI, 17-19; since the word “Church”
there may well stand, not for an ecclesiastical in-
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stitution, but for the body of the elect or pre-
destined which, in the Apocalypse of S. John, is
compared to a building founded on the twelve
Apostles ; while the keys of the Kingdom, with
their power of binding and loosing, are in char-
acter with the apocalyptic conception of the
Apostles, as sharing the judicial function of the
Son of Man at the last day, seated “upon twelve
thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.”

If Jesus plans the details of His triumphal
entry into Jerusalem, in accordance with His
Messianic secret, it is not as the Son of Man but,
at most, as Elias, or as the Son of David, that He
is greeted by the crowd.

In Jerusalem His work is one of provocation
rather than of teaching. He openly assails the
Pharisees and priests; He cleanses the Temple
with an assumption of authority that is a challenge
to theirs. The challenge is taken up and His
death resolved upon. It was as the agents of the
Powers of Darkness that the Jews crucified the
Lord of Glory. It was Satan who put it into
the heart of Judas to betray Him. All was pre-
destined and predetermined. Most probably the
subject of Judas's betrayal was the Messianic
secret, which Jesus shared only with His Apostles

. —His claim to be the Son of Man, Who was to
" appear in the clouds. No two witnesses could be
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adduced against Jesus in support of such a pre-
tension. One was not sufficient. Hence He is at
last adjured and proclaims Himself to be the Son
of Man. The very claim was blasphemy and
merited death. As a prophet, or even as Elias,
the crowd next day would have rescued Jesus;
but when the priests went among them and re-
vealed His secret they simply howled for the
death of the blasphemer. So far as the Apostles
entered into that secret, and were not shaken in
their faith by the outcry of priests and people,
they must have expected the resurrection and
glorification of the Son of Man, which was part
of the Messianic scheme. There is no reason to
doubt that Jesus had predicted it to them or that
they so understood His words: “I will not drink
henceforth of this fruit of the vine until that
day when I drink it new with you in my Father’s
Kingdom.” There is no reason to doubt that they
had visions of the risen Jesus. ‘

Such then, roughly, is the figure of Jesus as it
leaves the hands of a scientific criticism, unbiassed
by the prepossessions of Liberal Protestantism.
Of the Jesus Who came forward openly as the
Messiah in a spiritual (ie. a moral) sense, Who
preached and exemplified the righteousness of
the inward Kingdom of God, Who founded the
Kingdom on earth in the form of a school of
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imitators and Who died solely as a martyr of
morality, there is not left a single shred. He did
not oppose a moral to a worldly interpretation of
the Kingdom. He took the current interpreta-
tion as He found it, which was not worldly but
other-worldly—spiritual, in the sense of meta-
physical and transcendent, not in the immanental
moral sense.

I am not in a position to criticise and judge
between these two readings of the Gospel. But
if the value of a hypothesis is to be rated by the
number of phenomena that it unifies and puts in

" their place, it does not seem to me that there is
.much choice left, or that the prolonged battle of
‘Liberal Protestantism against the eschatological
interpretation has done more than establish the
superiority of the latter. There is, of course, a
p'-esidue of difficulties, but they are few and small
compared with those of the other hypothesis.
Moreover, they are easily accounted for by the
same tendency on the part of the redactors of
the synoptics that gave birth to the ethico-spiritual
Gospel of S. John. As the Kingdom tarried, it
became more necessary to dwell upon the pre-
paratory righteousness than on the Kingdom
itself; to consider the expectant Church on
earth as a Kingdom of Righteousness. It is,
on the other hand, impossible to understand the
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introduction of the apocalyptical conception if
such a Kingdom of Righteousness on earth had
been the central interest of Christ’s mission.
Moreover, as a fact, this inward righteousness,
which, though not original, was systematised by
Jesus and enforced by the whole impetus of His in-
spiration, is the only sensible result of the Gospel.
It has leavened and transformed humanity, slowly
perhaps and partially, yet far more rapidly and
fully than it could have done had it not been
associated with a great religion. It is not then
wonderful that, even in the Churches, while the
once central interest of the coming judgment has
dropped into the background, if not altogether
into oblivion, the incidental moralism of the
Gospel should stand out as its principal value,
and the central apocalypticism be overlooked as
a troublesome accident. And this tendency, in
an age that repudiates the miraculous and dis-
trusts the transcendent, can only be accentuated
by those whose aim is to secure the sanction of
Christianity for the best ideals of the time; to
alleviate the friction between religion and reason
as much as possible; to transform what was at
most an ethical religion into a religious ethic.



IX
THE CHRIST OF CATHOLICISM

E must now try to get hold of the “idea”

embodied in the apocalypticism of the

Gospel and compare it with that embodied in

Catholic Christianity, to see whether they are

merely different embodiments of the same, and

whether the latter can be considered as a develop-
ment of the former.

Plainly we must distinguish between the sub-
stance or content and the form or expression of an
“idea.” As we use the word here an “idea” is a
concrete end, whose realisation is the term of a
process of action and endeavour. It is akin to that
Augustinian no#io (or ratio) seminalis, with which
every living germ seems to be animated, and which
works itself out to full expression through a process
of growth and development. It does not change in
itself, but is the cause of change in its embodiment.
Transferred from the realm of organic life to that of

- -human activity, an “idea” is still a good or end to

" berealised and brought to perfect expression. But
‘it is rather a volition than a concept. Every
62
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volition, however blind and instinctive, is directed
by the idea of an end to be reached. That idea is
implied in the volition, but it is not necessarily
given to the clear consciousness of the person who
wills. Animals obey instincts without any know-
ledge of the ends with which they are pregnant.
The meaning of many of man’s spiritual and
rational instincts is revealed to him only gradually,
as he follows them step by step. In most cases
their full meaning will never be clear to him. Thus
civilisation, education, society, liberty, justice, are
spiritual instincts with man. He does not start
with a clear conception of what he wants; but his
conceptions grow clearer, more explicit, more
complex, more organised, as he moves along. In
the embodiment or expression of the idea we
must, then, include its intellectual expression or
form.

Thus man'’s religious idea is first felt as a vague
need of adjusting his action to that whole, of which
all but a little part is hidden from him ; of coming
to terms with an invisible and mysterious world.
This “idea” is the soul of the lowest and of the
highest forms of religion. But the conception of
the invisible world and its denizens, of its relation
to man and the visible order, of the conduct by
which the adjustment is to be effected, belongs to
the embodiment or expression of the idea. It is
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determined by the idea and its environment—the
intellectual, moral and social conditions of man.
Its only criterion and corrective is the idea itself,
which is no practical corrective since man only
apprehends it in the very form that needs correction.
His measure is at fault and cannot be tested by
itself. But the idea, like Nature, eventually heals
itself and asserts itself triumphantly over all ob-
stacles. Thus, too, men long for liberty, but their
very conception of liberty sends them on the wrong
track till, coming up against a blind wall, they are
forced back to the point whence they went astray.
Hence we may not press the. analogy between
organic development and that of an idea so closely
as to imply that the whole series of its embodiments
is predetermined, like the stages of an organic pro-
cess, of which each is required by or requires the
next. Nor even where we do get an unbroken series
of ever fuller expressions of the same idea does this
exclude the possibility or actuality of other quite
different series. Thus the idea of liberty, in
different times and places, has been productive of
various processes of self-embodiment, with nothing
in common but their many-sided and inexhaustible
idea. The same is true of man’s religious need
and of the religious idea, which branches out in a
thousand directions, in search of an essentially
unattainable completeness of expression. )
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By the “idea” of Jesus I mean, then, the reli-
gious idea in a certain stage of development, along
a particular line. I ask myself: Is Catholic Chris-
tianity on the same line, or, as Liberal Protestants
suppose, on an entirely different line? Is it the
outgrowth of the same branch, or did it fork off in
the first century? Is it simply a Hellenic process,
violently grafted into the Liberal Protestantism of
Jesus—the latter being interrupted at that point
until the graft was broken off by criticism ?

Now so far as we find an actual identity of form
and category we are plainly justified in supposing
the same idea to be at work on the same line. No
doubt the expression or form is more ample and
complex in Catholicism than in the Gospel, but its
main and central features are the same.

Transcendentalism, or other-worldliness, belongs
to the idea of religion as such, but in varying
degrees. The whole tendency of Liberal Protest-
antism is to minimise the transcendence by estab-
lishing a sort of identity of form between this life
and the other. So far as man’s life is moral, it is
an eternal life,. The moral life has mystical and
transcendental roots. It postulates a spiritual
principle and end in Nature which we may call
God. Heaven and the Kingdom of Heaven are
in our midst ; they are the spiritual or moral side
of life.

F
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Without this concession to transcendentalism,
Liberal Protestantism would not be a religion at all.
As it is, it is rather a system of religious ethics than
a religion. It merely insists that morality is religion
and adjusts our life and action to that spiritual
and invisible side of the world which is an object
of faith, a necessary postulate of morality. No
doubt this is a truth of Christianity; but not its
whole truth. Emphasis is laid on it in the Fourth
Gospel ; in the synoptics it is implicit rather than
emphatic. Christ had not come to emphasise the
religion and the revelation implied in righteous-
ness that were within the reach of man’s reason.
His emphasis was on the other-worldly, supermoral
life of the coming Kingdom. How could it be
otherwise on the very brink of the destruction of
the present order? What need of a new ethics
for expiring humanity? His whole emphasis,
therefore, was on the other world, and on the con-
ditions by which men might attain it and flee from
the wrath to come. Of these, repentance and true
inward righteousness were the chief. But men did
not so much need to be told what righteousness
was, as to be called back to it or converted to it,
And this Jesus did by giving the will a motive:
“Repent ye, for the Kingdom of Heaven is at
hand.”

If, then, the religion of Jesus was not exclusively
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transcendental, its emphasis was almost entirely on
the other world—the world that is least present to
man’s mind and most easily forgotten. And this
excessive transcendentalism is the great reproach
made against Catholicism by the Liberal Protes-
tant, as well as by the Positivist. It is true that
the fmmediacy of the End very soon dropped out
of Catholic consciousness, and so restored the
depressed value and importance of the present
life. But the belief in the End; in the eventual
appearance of the Son of Man in the clouds; in
the general Judgment and its preceding tribula-
tions; in the destruction of the present order; in
a transcendental and eternal Heaven and Hell,
figures as the final and, in a sense, dominant
article of her creed.

In her Advent liturgy one finds even the note
of immediacy ; though naturally it evokes no re-
sponse in her consciousness. The contention that
this immediacy was not essential to the idea of
Jesus is not without plausibility. The words “ Of
that day or that hour knoweth no one, not even
the Son,” although consistent with a certainty that
the End would be very soon, and within a gener-
ation, at least disclaim any sort of revelation on
the point, and imply that any prediction can be
no more than a private conjecture. The fore-
shortening of time in the prophet’s mind does not
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affect the substance of the situation. The sup-
posed near approach of death will often make a
man reorder his life, as he ought to have reordered
it in any case, in view of the certainty of eventual
death. The scare has not given him a new reason
but a new stimulus, It has made him attend to
what he should have always seen. The public
scare at the thought of the immediacy of the
Kingdom, that all expected eventually, acted simi-
larly. The Kingdom, not the immediacy of the
Kingdom, was the reason for repentance, detach-
ment and righteousness; the immediacy was but
a stimulus to rouse the sluggish imagination—to
change a “notional” into a “real ” assent. Hence
it may be said that the conception of immediacy
was no part of the idea of Jesus; it was a sup-
posed circumstance of the situation in which that
idea was applied.

If Jesus Himself, as seems likely, experienced
one or more disappointments in the matter, we
cannot say that the further disappointments of
His Church were for Him outside the range of
possibility. Still those who now expect the End
at all no longer expect it immediately, and have
given up speaking of “those last days.” Only
now and then is there a recrudescence of apocalyp-
tic panic in times of earthquakes, comets, wars
and pestilences.
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worse for the loss of this stimulus, to which it
owes its birth. For the violent detachment,
justified by such an expectancy, is hurtful to
the duties and lawful interests of social life. No
man who believes he has but a day to live will
make proper provision for his future years. The
scare may be useful to make him amend his ways.
But a sustained scare would paralyse his energies.
This evil was soon felt by the early Church in a
certain anarchy and neglect of plain social duties.
It was not worth while to assert the claims
of justice, to establish and provide for a family.
Men pooled their wealth and lived in the clouds
and in idleness, “If any will not work neither
let him eat” was a rebuke levelled against this
state of things.

Yet this contempt of the world preached by
Jesus was not Buddhistic in its motive. It was
a contempt of a lower and transitory form of
existence in favour of a higher —a proximateY:
pessimism but an ultimate optimism. That the
world was thought to be in its death-agony made
it doubly contemptible. But when this thought
was dropped by the Church, the world still
remained contemptible. It was but a preparation
and purgatory; the ante-chamber of Heaven;
the theatre of the great conflict between the

Christianity is, perhaps, the better and not the;
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forces of good and evil—a conflict that could
be decided in favour of Good only by the Coming
of the Son of Man. It was a world in which
the Christian was but a stranger and a pilgrim,
looking for a City whose builder is God. The{"
notion that Good was to triumph by an immanent )-
process of evolution never entered into the “idea”|.
of Jesus or of the Church, ‘

But the impression of the first days remained
with the Church long after the immediate ex-
pectation of the End had ceased: what Christ
had said, what the early Christians had done
in view of that immediacy, has lingered on as
a rule of life, in diminishing measure, even to
the present day. It was this excessive other-
worldliness, which enters largely into the monastic
and ascetic idea of Catholicism, that provoked
that revulsion, which began with Luther and
ended with the purely ethical Christianity of the
Liberal Protestant, for whom the Kingdom of

‘YHeaven is but the ideal term of the moral evolu-
{tion of man on earth.

To this ethical idea of the Kingdom some
colour is given by the early tendency to view
the Church as the Kingdom of God upon earth
in a certain anticipatory sense—a tendency that
appeared when men had ceased to look on the
Heavenly Kingdom as imminent. Nor was it
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without warrant from Christ, who considered that,
in Himself and in the Baptist, and in the victory
of God’s Spirit over the Devil, the Kingdom had
already begun to touch earth. This conception
of the Church, as the Kingdom ##n fiers, prepared‘
the way for that of a moral humanity as the;
Kingdom. But the conceptions are radically ;
distinct. Here a natural evolution is to complete|/-
the work ; there, a supernatural cataclysm.

Again, the emphatic Persian dualism of Good
and Evil, of the Kingdom of God and of that of
Satan, is common to the idea of Jesus and ther,
idea of Catholicism. The Devil is essential to
the Catholic scheme. Renunciation of the Devil
and his retinue (pompa) is the preliminary of tha
Baptism which enlists a man in the service of th
Kingdom. Till then he is possessed by Satan
in virtue of his natural birth. This is th
teaching of Jesus no less than of S. Paul o
S. Augustine. Satan is exorcised to make room
for the Holy Spirit. Every priest is an ordained
exorcist, and exorcism has its prescribed ritual.
A host of mental, moral and physical evils, \\

which science now deals with, not to speak of
storms, plagues and other destructive phenomena
of nature, have, till quite recent times, been
ascribed to the Devil by the Church, and treated
by prayer and exorcism. Even so modern a
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Pope as Leo XIII accepted the fables of Leo
Taxil and his mythical Diana Vaughan, and
exorcised Rome daily; and the prevailing mind
of uncritical Catholics is still quick to explain
all the evils of the time by the Devil and his
human agents—Jews, Freemasons, Protestants
and Modernists. The Devil introduced sin and
mortality, with all their attendant evils, into the
world.

On the other hand, with Christ came the fulness
of the Holy Ghost poured out on all the baptised.
Possessed by this Divine Spirit, the baptised be-
comes “a new creature” by an inward transforma-
tion of his nature. Ethical perfection is the

ongruous fruit but not the substance of that

hange. He is not divine because he is moral, but
moral because he has become divine, So, too, the

main fruit of all the sacraments of Catholicism is
not the moral life of the present, but the super-
moral life of the future. They, as it were, store up
potential glory in the soul, which shall be liberated
by death. Hence the contention that a life of very
average morality, with frequent sacraments, is more
pleasing to God than a life of heroic morality,
without sacraments, It is only the sacraments
that make us sons of God. Morality can never
do so. It is but the congruous natural condition
lof grace, and gets all its lustre and merit from

-
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rgrace, Thus the baptised infant, incapable as yet
of moral life, is made a divine creature by the
expulsion of the Devil and the introduction of the
Holy Ghost. In virtue of this new nature man is
made immortal by a quasi-natural necessity. If
he dies before the End he will rise in a spiritual-
ised body ; if he lives to the End he will be trans-
formed and caught up in the clouds. As the
Fourth Gospel says, he Aas eternal life in him
already. Like Christ on earth he is only waiting
for the eventual manifestation of the glory that is
in him. Grace is the germ of glory. As little as
the natural world could grow into the transcen-
dental Kingdom of God, so little could the natural
man, by a process of moral development, grow into
a son of God, a spiritual immortal being. In both
cases the change—a veritable transubstantiation—
is effected by an irruption of the transcendental
into the natural order; by a triumph of the Spirit
of God over Satan. It is not a work of nature,
but of unmerited grace.

Uncongenial as this dualism is to our modern
minds, is it possible to deny that it is common to‘;
Jesus and Catholicism? It is not between Jesus!
and Catholicism, but between Jesus and Liberal;'
Protestantism that no bridge, but only a great]
gulf, is fixed.

It is, however, a dualism between spirit and
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spirit rather than between matter and spirit. This
latter dualism came from the further East, and,
through Hellenic philosophy, has left its traces in
the Paulo-Johannine writings. But it was no part
of the Jewish and synoptic tradition. Here, too,
the Church has been faithful to the idea of Jesus
in opposition to Gnostic and Docetan tendencies.
For her, as for Him, the body is, by nature and by
original destiny, the servant and not the foe of the
spirit. Both were to be glorified. The new body
and new world were to be made out of the old
by a process of miraculous transfiguration. The
mortality of the Son of David was to put on the
immortality of the Son of Man. And so, through-
out, the material was to be made the instrument,
the sacrament or effectual symbol of the spiritual
and transcendent.

For Catholicism as for Jesus baptism is no idle
symbol, but an effectual cause of the new life of the
spirit, and of that Divine Sonship which gives right
of entrance into the transcendent world. As for
the Church, so also for Jesus, the bread of blessing
is the bread of eternal life, the antidote of death,
the food of the angelic nature. Sacramentalism
was a principle of Jewish as of all ancient religions,
to which the miraculous was no scandal, since

%they knew nothing of a mechanically determined
nature, In the absence of all proof of sacra-
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mentalism in the thought of Jesus, we should need {:
positive and convincing proof that He did not&
share that idea with His religious surroundings.
And so as to externality and ritual in-worship.
Liberal Protestants are satisfied that He swept it
away for a “worship in spirit and in truth”—as
though there were an incompatibility between the
two. They assure us that, were Jesus to come on
earth, He would be quite at home at a prayer
meeting, and quite at sea at a high mass. This is
profoundly uncritical and unhistorical. He might
say, perhaps, “ This is your synagogue ; now show
me your temple”; or, “This is your temple;
have you no synagogues?” From first to last
Jesus revered and practised the religion of His
fathers. As to the Divine authority of its moral ).
and ceremonial law, even to the last jot and tittle
He is at one with the Pharisees. He differed
from them in emphasis; in the stress laid on the
spirit as opposed to the letter, on the end as
controlling the means, In this He had no con-
sciousness of attacking but of defending the true
tradition. He never hints at the idea that His fol-
lowers are destined to break away from Israel: nor )
did they ever do so by any definite act of separa-/.
tion. During His life they were in the Jewish
Church as the Wesleyans were once in the Church
of England—a school of pietists, whose aim was
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to purify, not to abandon, their Church. Naturally

.{we do not hear much in the synoptics of what is

. |taken for granted—of His scrupulous observance

. Jof the Jewish religion ; but only of the new piety
and its practices. But it is preposterous to sup-
‘pose that His insistence on inwardness meant a
repudiation of outwardness, or a puritanical sense
of opposition between them. By nature and by
original destiny the bodily was for the service
of the spiritual, however easily sin and Satan
might pervert it from its end. Even the tran-
scendent world of the Kingdom was not purely
spiritual in the Hellenic sense. It was embodied,
as glorified humanity was embodied. However
refined and etherealised, it was sensible and
phenomenal ; nor was the Messianic banquet a
mere parable of moral values. He did not say
that He would destroy the Temple, but that, were
it destroyed, He would raise it up again. When
He purged it, He did not rend the veil or throw
down the altar and its ornaments, saying : “ Take
these things hence.,” He drove forth those whose
traffic dishonoured the sanctity of what He recog-
nised as a house of prayer for all nations.

When, by the course of events, His followers
were driven forth from the Jewish Church, it is
not to be supposed that they ceased to recognise
the need of a Church and of public worship, or
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were content with informal piety. If the Temple-
worship entered into the religion of Jesus, a
similar idea of worship belonged to the early
Church, and was gradually realised by borrowings
from Jewish and Hellenic sources, While the
End was still felt to be imminent this externalism
was but rudimentary and incoherent; later it|.
became what it remains to this day. Naturally
_the worship at S. Peter’s is not the worship of the
Temple ; but it is of the same type and belongs
to the same idea, which was that of Jesus and His
Apostles. In this respect, too, the Catholic Church
is identical and continuous with the Apostolio%,
band that Jesus gathered round Him. Its later
independent organisation and externalism were
contained in the idea of Jesus. There is no
chasm; no need for a bridge. The temporary
disorganisation of Apostolic Christianity, conse-
quent on its separation from Judaism, was an
abnormal state of affairs. The “idea” was bound
to reassert itself as it did. Of that reassertion
Liberal Protestants speak as of a deplorable re-
lapse into the legalism from which Christ had
made us free. What Christ freed us from was notp
externalism, but its abuse; not the letter, but
its oppression of the spirit; not the priesthood,
but sacerdotalism ; not ritual, but ritualism ; not
the Altar, but the exploitation of the Altar. Here



|

78 CHRISTIANITY AT THE CROSS-ROADS

there has indeed been a relapse, but not more
scandalous than the general relapse from righteous-
ness and inward spirituality, due to the loss of
belief in the immediacy of the End. When the
Lord delays His coming His servants wax wanton
or slumber.

Again, in the conception of Eternal Life as a
supermoral life, as a state of rest after labour, of
ecstatic contemplation of the face of God, Catholi-
cism is true to the idea of Jesus and of the
Apocalypse, as already stated. Liberal Protestant-
ism is more anthropomorphic. So far as it admits
another life at all, it is the strenuous life of the
moral hero continued to all eternity—although in
conditions that rob every known human virtue of
its occasion and subject-matter. It seeks only
“the glory of going on and still to be.” For
Jesus the moral is not the highest life but its
condition. Eternal life is, undoubtedly, the reward
or wages of righteousness, as Hell and Death are
the wages of sin. This too has always been the
Catholic idea ; though the reward is only for those
who are truly righteous, i.e. who love righteousness
for itself and independently of the reward. In a
word, it must be an inward righteousness of the
heart, not only an outward righteousness of the
hand. Neither the fasting nor the almsgiving
of the Pharisees were condemned, but their
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self-complacency and consciousness of merited
reward.

To regard the Communion of Saints as an
exclusively pagan importation is again gratuitous.i
For Jesus, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, Moses,
Elias and David, were not of the dead past but
of the living present. The blood of all the just,
from Abel onward, who had been martyred by
Satan’s emissaries in the cause of God, was ever
crying aloud for that vindication which was to be
effected at the coming of the Son of Man. The
tribulations of the Saints were to hasten that day
and take the Kingdom of Heaven by storm, and
this in union with and through the merits of His
own blood. And in the Kingdom it was with
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob that the redeemed
were to sit at meat. Whatever the extension,
ramification and superstition of Catholic saint-
worship, it is idle to deny that it pertains to the
“idea” of Jesus.

Nor can it be contended that, whatever explicit-
ness it may owe to S. Paul, the sacrificial aspect
of the Eucharist is alien to the thought of Jesus.
If it be true that it was with the purpose of
hastening the coming of the Kingdom that Jesus,
after the return of the Apostles, went forth to
provoke His death at Jerusalem, that death was
in His mind a sacrifice for the benefit of the elect,
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and a ransoming of many from the thraldom of
Satan. Even if the words: “ This is My Body;
this is My blood ” were but a Pauline amplification
of His thought, suggesting a parallelism with the
pagan sacrifices, they were a justified amplifica-
tion. If the bread and wine were truly sacra-
mental tokens or sealings, effectual symbols and
pledges of a participation in the future banquet
of the Kingdom, every repetition of the rite must
have been a commemoration and pleading of that
death, which was to hasten the Kingdom with all
its attendant benefits for the redeemed. It must
have been viewed as a hastening of the day when
they were to celebrate it with Jesus in the King-
dom of God; as a showing or pleading of His death
till He should come. If this be so, then the
centrality of the Eucharist in Catholic worship is
true to the “idea” of Jesus. It is something far
more than a mere reminder to the communicants
of their Teacher martyred in the past, or a pure
symbol of moral fellowship with Him and His
b true disciples. What the Liberal Protestant calls
\the “ magical ” conception of that sacrament belongs
o the “idea” of Jesus.
Finally, when we turn to the personality and
\\nature of Jesus Himself, we find that His own
idea and the Catholic idea are at least closely
akin, while that of Liberal Protestantism is another
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idea altogether. We find two natures—that of
the earthly Son of David and that of the Heavenly
Son of Man—mysteriously united in one person-
ality. We find an earthly period, in which only
one nature is manifest, opposed to a period of
glory in which both are to be manifest. It would
be at least hard to show that, whatever Catholic
theology may mean by the doctrine of a hypo-
static union from the very first of these two
natures, that doctrine is excluded by the notion
that Jesus was made the Christ only by His|~
glorification after death. For Christhood may
have meant the state of manifestation; and in
this sense Jesus may have considered Himself as
but destined to be “made” or declared the Son
of Man through death. For Jewish thought the
union would be conceived as a sort of “ possession ”
of the lower by the higher nature. The dis-
tinction of ousia and Aypostasis would have had
no meaning.

As the just already possessed eternal life
virtually at their baptism, so Jesus may well have
considered Himself in a like virtual possession
of His Christhood before it was actually made
manifest —to have been thus virtually the Son
of Man from the very first. This the more,
as predestination was no mere purpose in the
Divine mind, but something stamped in the very

G
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nature of the predestined. It was a seal, a token,
imprinted on the soul.

It was certainly not in a moral and adoptive
(sense, but in a natural and metaphysical sense
that Jesus claimed to be the Son of God by the
fact that He claimed to be the Heavenly Son of
Man. He was conscious of differing, not only in
degree but in kind, from even the greatest of
prophets. If the redeemed were His brethren, it
was in virtue, not of their moral, but of their
supernatural life, which they derived from and
through Him, who had given them power to be
made the sons of God. This power was the
spirit—the seed of eternal life sown in baptism
and blossoming in the Kingdom. Righteousness
was the condition of its reception and retention,[
but was not the substance of Divine Sonship.

The position of Jesus in humanity is unique in
kind. Not only is He the giver of participated
sonship to others. He has come as God’s pleni-
potentiary and vicegerent, at the end of time, to
bring the world to an end, to judge the living and
the dead, to separate light from darkness, tares
from wheat, and gather the fruits of time into the
garner of eternity. In virtue of His double nature
He stands mediatorial between God and man. He
is the Gate, the Way, the Truth, the Life, through
which alone men can have access to the Father.
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If, in her endeavour to fix the relation of Christ’s
heavenly nature to that of the Eternal Father, the
Church may seem to have exaggerated the known
claims of Jesus, this cannot be said of the Johan-
nine and Pauline Christology, in which those claims
are rather amplified than heightened.

Altogether it must be owned that, between
Christ’s idea of Himself and the Catholic idea of}
Him, there is no practical or substantial difference,

On the other hand, to maintain that it was only
as a righteous man that He claimed to be the Son
of God in a pre-eminent degree ; that the Hellenic
mind misunderstood this Hebraism and leaped at
a bound to a belief in His Godhead, is almost
grotesquely uncritical. Such convulsions of thought
do not take place in silence or in one night. If
the claim of even the best of men to be of a
heavenly nature was blasphemy in the ears of the
High Priest, and of the crowd that turned against
Jesus when they heard of it, it would have been
blasphemy in the ears gf the early Church had it
been an innovation. The supposition of such a
chasm between the Paulo-Johannine Christology
and that of the Synoptics is not credible.

Closely connected with the mediatorial nature
and function of the earthly heavenly Jesus, Son
of David and Son of God, is the doctrine of the
Atonement wrought by His death—a doctrine
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which Liberal Protestantism attributes to S. Paul.
Yet it is really inseparable from the apocalyptic idea
of the Kingdom of God. The long battle between
Satan and Heaven for the possession of the world
and man was to culminate in a final and unparal-
leled outburst of the Powers of Evil and Death
against the saints of God, through whose sufferings
and perseverance God would be provoked to arise
and scatter His enemies and establish His King-
dom. Jesus speaks of the blood of the just, from
Abel onwards, pleading for vindication. In the
Apocalypse of S. John the martyrs cry: “ How
long, O Master, the holy and true, dost Thou not
judge and avenge our blood?” But the culmina-
ting crime of Satan, the crowning merit of suffering
BRighteousncss, was the death of the destined Son
of Man. This filled up the measure of Satan’s
iniquity and paid the full price of God’s grace
and mercy. Through the blood and suffering of
Jesus the blood and suffering of the just be-
came effectual to make atonement. Satan was
bought out, his rights over the world forfeited,
his slaves set free. So great was the crime,
so great the merit of the death of Christ, that
this alone would have sufficed to bring the
Kingdom of God from Heaven to earth. The
sufferings of the saints became, in a way, supere-
rogatory. The great persecution could be short-
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ened and mitigated for the sake of the elect.
Hence, in every sense, His death was an atonement,
a ransom for many ; His blood was shed for many
for the remission of sins. Thus we find a sub-
stantial agreement between the apocalyptic doc-
trine of Jesus and the theological doctrine of
Catholicism. When we remember that Purgatory
is only a displacement of the fiery trial that was
to purify the saints, the shortening of Purgatory,
through the supererogatory sufferings of martyrs
and confessors, is not at all out of harmony with
the idea of Jesus.

As to miracles, it is fairly evident that Jesus
repudiated their apologetic value: “ A faithless
and perverse generation seek after a sign”; “If
they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither
will they be persuaded if one rise from the dead ”;
“Blessed are they that have not seen and yet
have believed.” These and other texts express
the early tradition as to His mind on the subject.
But to suppose that he did not believe in miracles,
or did not believe that His cures and exorcisms|
were miraculous, is to suppose a miracle, namely)
the existence of a nineteenth-century mind in{
the first century. Doubtless it was not the
miracle of our modern apologists and their
assailants—a violation of the mechanical order
of nature, of a system of rigid uniformities. No
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such system was dreamt of by the religious mind
of those days. Miracles were not supernatural—
for nature strictly did not exist—but superhuman,
They were the natural works of a superhuman
spirit, by which the wonder-worker was “possessed.”
Even such “ possession” was not supernatural, but
only unusual. At most miracles were evidence of
“ possession,” but left the good or evil character
of the spirit undecided. Hence a moral test had
eventually to be applied to discern diabolic from
divine miracles. The mere extent of the marvel
was of no use. Jesus seems to have discarded the
marvel as apologetically worthless, and to have
appealed directly to the moral test—to the sign
of preaching and prophecy. Allowing, then, for
the change that modern science has gradually
effected in the conception of miracle, it is plain
that the tenacity with which Catholicism defends
the miraculous is not out of harmony with the
idea of Jesus, and is in no sense a relapse.

One prominent feature of Catholicism we miss
" in the Christianity of Jesus—namely, any sort of
' formal theology.

This marriage of revelation with Greek phil-
osophy could only take place on Hellenic soil at
a later stage. It was from visions and revelations
alone that Jesus drew His knowledge of Heavenly
things—from the prophetic and apocalyptic writ-
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ings and from His own mystical experiences. \\
The casuistry and rationalism of the Scribes and
Doctors were profoundly repugnant to Him. What
was gathered by such inferences was revealed by
“flesh and blood,” and not by the Father—vain
traditions of men making void the word of God.
In form, His revelations were not conceptual and
abstract, but imaginative and imaginable. For
Him spirit is not the negation but the refinement
of matter. It still possesses imaginable content.
Later, in her endeavour to philosophise His
revelation, the Church had to translate it into
conceptual form, and began to draw logical in-
ferences from these concepts and so to build up
the whole system of Catholic theology. It is un-,
doubtedly not more easy to recognise the doctrine’
of Jesus in this form than to recognise nature in.
the presentments of physical science; and Liberal'i
Protestantism seizes on this difference of form in
order to deny that the Church’s doctrine was that.
of Jesus, or that He taught more than an ethic|
of inward righteousness. As “dogma” usually
stands for some defined point of theology, im-
posed by ecclesiastical authority, it is affirmed
confidently that Jesus was not dogmatic. But it(
is vain to deny that Jesus imposed, with the
authority of Divine revelation, and as a matter['
of life and death, that vision of the transcendental
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world which the Church has clothed in a theo-
logical form. If He did not impose philosophical
formulas He imposed the revelation, the imagina-
tive vision, which they formulate. Nor, in theory,
does the Church impose the formula except as
safeguarding the vision, which it translates into
intellectual terms. The authority to which we bow
in accepting the formula is not that of theology,
but of Christ’s revelation as thus formulated.
Thus where the difference seems most great it is -
apparent rather than real.

All said, if the Jesus of Liberal Protestantism is
not a pure myth, a shadow of the present darken-
ing the Past, it is only that, having eliminated
what was principal in the Gospel, they have re-
tained and segregated what was but secondary
and subordinate—the moral element; that which
alone can have value for those who have no
patience either with the miraculous or the tran-
scendent. For such, Christianity is but the morality

" of Christ ; the Kingdom of Heaven is but the term
of moral evolution on earth. God is the law of
l Righteousness and Jesus the Son of, that Law.
His life was significant as that of a moral teacher
and pattern ; His death, as an example of devotion
| to Righteousness. He has risen in the triumph and
spread of His moral teaching, and ascended to
God’s right hand in the estimation of mankind.



THE CHRIST OF CATHOLICISM 89

His doctrine is an abiding judgment of the world.
His second coming will be at the ideal and un-
attainable term of man’s moral evolution, when all
shall be saints and the Kingdom of God realised
in its full development on earth. All this is true
in a sense, and is ever implied in Christianity. It
is an implication that was brought out by a revolt
against an excessive transcendentalism under
which it had been long stifled. But in vindictively
stifling transcendentalism, it has stifled the Jequ"l;‘
of history.

Liberal Protestant Christianity may claim Jesus,
if not as the founder, yet as the Great Teacher of
its morality. But the morality of Jesus was not
the substance of His revelation, any more than was
the reason of Jesus. It was not new. It is given
by an immanent process to all men in the measure
that they use their reason and follow their con-
science. The religious idea of Liberal Protestant-
ism is not especially Christian ; it is not the “idea”
of Jesus. The chasm that Liberal Protestantism
finds between Jesus and the earliest Catholicism is
of its own creation ; the work of prepossession. [

In Catholicism we find, amid many accretions no
doubt, but in a scarcely altered form, all the lead-
ing ideas of Jesus as determined by the steady‘(
progress of criticism towards impartial objectivity.
Had this criticism any sort of apologetic bias it
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would certainly not be in favour of Catholicism.
Such minor alterations of form as we find are still
in harmony with the governing “idea” of the
Kingdom of God, and are the result of its pro-
tracted delay. Thus the lost stimulus of the
immediacy of the End for all was replaced by an
insistence on its immediacy for each, on the un-
certain certainty of death which was to be followed
at once by a private and particular judgment and
an entrance of the disembodied soul into Hell or
Heaven or Purgatory. The General Judgment
was thus reduced in importance and was viewed
rather as a solemn pageant of justice already done.
The bodily resurrection ceased to be the necessary
condition of other-world existence and served only
to integrate the joys of Heaven and pains of Hell.
The purifying fire of tribulation, through which
the just of the generation of Jesus were to pass
into Glory, was supplied by Purgatory—a doctrine
which is still supported by texts referring to the
Peirasmos — the fire that is to try every man’s
work. But plainly these rearrangements of the
apocalyptic vision do not seriously affect its sub-

Nstance—the idea of the Church is the idea of Jesus.%-



X

THE ABIDING VALUE OF THE
APOCALYPTIC IDEA

T is, however, one thing to recognise that,

stripped of its theological form, the doctrine
of Catholicism is the same as that of Jesus; it is
another to contend that, either in its apocalyptic
or in its theological form, it can be accepted by
the modern mind. If, against Liberal Protestantism,
we can vindicate Catholicism as the true Chris-
tianity of Christ, do we not seem to bring the
Christianity of Christ into peril, and to render the
task of the apologist well-nigh impossible? Do
we not make it all rest on apocalyptic visions,
like those ascribed to Ezechiel, Enoch, John and
Baruch?

Christianity, as we have seen, is subordinately
and inclusively a religion of righteousness. As,in
the progress of thought, faith in the miraculous
and transcendent grew weaker, and men’s interest
was no longer centred on the End by the belief in
its imminence, this subordinate value came into
prominence. In Protestantism the apocalyptic i

91
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{doctrine has gradually been dropped altogether, or
interpreted as symbolic of ethical doctrine. Even
in Catholicism emphasis has been laid progres-
sively on the moral element (especially by modern
apologists) ; and symbolism has softened the more
repellent features of apocalyptic teachings.

This moralising tendency is no new thing in the
Church. It has been long tolerated and encour-
aged with a view to commend Catholicism on
account of its social and political utilities, and

- to connect religion with the life and interests of a
world that shows no sign of disruption. But the
Church has felt instinctively that to make Right-
eousness everything, to treat the Apocalypse as
mere moral symbolism, is to introduce a new
religion under the old form. She has rightly seen
in recent “moralisings” of this kind an encroach-
ment of Liberal Protestantism on Catholic terri-
tory. It is an instinct of self-preservation that
has roused her to a condemnation of this sort of
Modernism. If her rulers are unable to see a
distinction between Liberal Catholic and Liberal
Protestant Modernism, it is a confusion they share,
not only with the unthinking world at large, but
with a great number of the Modernists themselves.
Although Loisy’s L'Evangile et IEglise— the
classical exposition of Catholic Modernism—was
fired straight at the heart of Protestant Modernism,



VALUE OF THE APOCALYPTIC IDEA 93

not only the Vatican, but half the world beside,
missed its main thesis and saw in it no more than
a concession to criticism; and, for the many-headed,
that is the sum-total of Modernism. If Catholic
Modernists are not yet Protestants they are sup-
posed to be moving towards Protestantism. It is
a difference of degree and not of kind. Hence
Protestants smile on the movement; and on a
good number of its nominal adherents they have
a right to smile—on all who accept the Christ of
Liberal Protestant criticism, who have not faced|
the Christ of unbiassed criticism. '
It is because Catholic Modernism recognises
the identity of the “idea” in Jesus and Catholi-
cism ; because it acknowledges that the apocalyptic
elements of Christianity are essential and not
accidental, the moral elements subordinate and
not principal, that, as I have said, it faces the
conflict between Christian and modern thought in
its purest and acutest form. Were it possible to
maintain that the apocalyptic imagery of Jesus
was but an ethical parable, taken too grossly in
ruder ages and needing only to be restored to its
original value, the task would be an easy one./
But, since this is impossible, the problem arises as}
to what value such apocalyptic visions can have {.
for modern religious thought. Compared with this
problem, that of the development of present
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Catholicism out of the Christianity of Jesus is
of slight importance, as soon as we have got rid
of the supposed chasm between the Gospel and
early Catholicism. This latter was certainly not
the dialectical development of theological proposi-
tions revealed by Christ. His revelation was
imaginative, not conceptual; concrete, not abstract.
In substance, and stripped of its theological form,
it has lived on in Catholic tradition, especially in
the minds of the faithful, whose religious appre-
hension is imaginative, not conceptual; who have
retranslate theology into vision before it can
move their feeling and govern their conduct.

‘If the revelation of Christ has suffered certain
alterations, additions and subtractions, legitimate
or illegitimate, it is due to the attempt to har-
monise it with changing thought and changing
‘circumstances ; to preserve it, not to destroy it,
To contend that the Church’s zkeology has been
always the same is preposterous. Only those who
have confounded revelation with its theological
presentment could be interested in such a hopeless
contention, or could be driven to the expedient of
treating potential belief as actual. That confu-
sion dates from the earliest times, But to
icontend that her revelation has been always the
\isame, that the “idea” of Jesus has been faithfully
transmitted, is to contend for a plain truth. The
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difficulty, for us, lies in the fact that this “idea”
has been transmitted zo0 faithfully, in form and not
merely in substance; that this apocalyptic imagery
has been given a literal fact-value which our minds
have slowly become incapable of accepting, and
that we are accordingly tempted to explain it
away as a mere parable of the moral life. Yet in
this the Church is but true to her Founder, for a
Founder He was, when once we abandon the
relapse-theory of Liberal Protestantism and re-
cognise the Church as continuous with the “little
flock,” awaiting and preparing for the Kingdom.

For Jesus, what we call His apocalyptic “imagery” “'.

was no mere imagery but literal fact. But for us
it can be so no longer. We can no longer believe
in the little local Heaven above the flat earth, from
which Jesus is to appear in the clouds; nor in all
the details of the vision governed by this concep-
tion. To do so would be to reduce our minds to
chaos and scepticism and make us incapable of faith
of any sort. Criticism, on the other hand, forbids
us to believe that He was making mysteries and
puzzles of plain moral truths that He elsewhere
expressed plainly, or to deny that He was
giving a revelation of the transcendental world
of religion. He belonged to the apocalyptics in
His religious conceptions, as He did to than
prophets in His ethical, Except the identification
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of Himself with the Son of Man and of the
Baptist with Elias, there is nothing original in the
form of His revelation, Nowhere does He in-
dicate that these apocalyptic conceptions of the
Kingdom were ‘not perfectly familiar to His
hearers. He builds on foundations already
laid.

What then? Does Christianity rest on the
visions of one of a whole school of apocalyptics?
Is it worth defending at all? Certainly the great
work it has done in the world points to more than
this. But may not this be ascribed to moral
and prophetic elements, to which its apocalyptic
elements gave all the sanctions and reinforcements
of religion, thus popularising what else had been a
mere school of ethics?

That men believed in the Apocalypse of Jesus
as they believed in no other can only be explained
by the influence of His extraordinary personality
jand moral character. No mere wonder-working
could have won Him such faith, Wonders were
less wonderful then than now; more common;
less evidential and unambiguous. Nor did He
appeal to them as to apologetic arguments. All
they could prove was the presence of a super-
human agency, diabolic or divine, in the wonder-
worker. Any evidence of the Divine Spirit in
Himself was a “miracle,” in the sense that the
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word miracle bore for Jesus and the Scripture.
And it was not on physical, but moral, evidencef
that He relied with such effect. It was because
they trusted Him and believed in Him that the
people trusted and believed His revelation. His
was not merely the power of righteousness, which
may repel rather than draw, but the power of love,
of deep and universal sympathy with the in-
dividual soul; the power of speaking straight to
the heart and conscience as God only can speak;
of drawing men after Him by a spell they could
not understand ; of compelling them by an autho-
rity which they felt but could not explain. They
could not help trusting and believing in Him
absolutely : “ Whither thou goest I will go: thy
people shall be my people, and thy God my God :
Where thou diest will I die and there will I be
buried.”

There is thus some basis for the tendency of a
rationalising and moralising Christianity to find the
revelation of Jesus in His moral personality and
character, in His concrete exemplification or em-
bodiment of the so-called new Righteousness; to
attach as little importance to His religious imagery
as to His scientific or historic ideas—which were
those of His time. But it may be questioned
whether a great deal of the faith that He com
manded was not the fruit of His faith in Himself as

H
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the Son of Man, the vicegerent and plenipoten-
tiary of God ; whether the authority with which He
spoke and convinced was not inspired by His
Messianic secret. Did He speak merelyas a prophet,
in the name of morals and with the authority of
conscience and not also in the name of the Son of
Man? Had the sense of the supernatural nothing
to do with His mysterious power over men? the
sense that God was with Him and He with God, in
some undefinable manner? If it had, we must
then allow that His power flowed from His sense
of being, not merely moral " but superhuman;
that His apocalyptic idea entered into and formed
His personality ; that, without it, His influence is
not adequately explained.
And I think this may be extended to the moral
( influence of Christianity in the world. Had it
been merely moral, and not also transcendental,
could it have done what it has done? When it is
purged of all transcendental meaning and value,
will Righteousness be able to hold its own ?
Can we then bow down before the moral pre-
‘eminence of such a personality and, at the same
time, regard its religious ideas as illusory and
negligible? However different in the abstract,
morality and religion are fused together in the living
spirit. Moral purity of heart purifies our intuition

\ of the Divine. Is it credible that the purest of all
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hearts should not have seen God; that it should v
have been the prey to a sort of religious delirium ?
Is it possible to trust the moral, and distrust the
religious, intuitions of Jesus?

Must we not rather think that, however untenable
in form, the “idea” of Jesus and of Catholic Chris-
tianity stands for a conception of religion answering,?'.
in elevation and dignity, to the morality with which
it was fused in His mind ? that the Heaven to which|
this righteousness was subordinate cannot hav
been that of a lower plane of spirituality ?

We spoke, some time back, of the “religious
idea” as governing man’s need to adjust himself to
the invisible world which lies beyond the range of
his sensible experience. The religion of the in-
dividual consists of certain images (or even con-
cepts) of that world and its relation to man; of
certain feelings, emotions and desires, determined
by those images ; of certain observances and actions
adjusting man to that life beyond. As such,
religion has to do with the transcendent—with the
other world, not with this, Only when man has
risen to the idea of a moral God, and of Righteous-
ness as the will and service of God, are morality
and religion closely connected. Of itself morality
is occupied with our duty towards our neighbour.h

I

Not till we get to an ethical religion is our duty
towards our neighbour seen as also a duty towards
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IGod, as the highest form of worship. It takes on
a transcendent or religious aspect. But religion, as
such, deals entirely with the transcendent. Its
“jdea” unfolds itself and comes into clearer con-
sciousness in an infinity of directions and degrees,
dependent on its mental, moral and social environ-
ment—on the materials out of which it has to weave
an embodiment for itself. But, from the nature
of the case, its presentment of the transcendent
order,and of the present order in its relation to the
transcendent,can never be more than symbolic. And
this, not because the transcendent is absolutely un-
knowable in such sort that we have no term of com-
parison at all. To such a world there could be no
need to relate ourselves. It could not touch us, nor
we it. For us it were simply non-existent. But
whatever little fraction of experience mankind
possesses can never be more than a symbol of the
totality of possible experience that lies beyond.
A man is not absolutely unknowable for a mouse,
but the mouse’s knowledge of him can only be in
terms of mouse-life. Man’s highest God will be
man writ large. By no process of abstraction or
magnification or subtraction can the human be
lpurged out of our concepts of God, or of anything
else above or below us.

Yet our symbolisms of the transcendent vary in
value and truth. Like scientific hypotheses, those
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are the best that bring our life most fully into
harmony with the world they symbolise; which
best satisfy our needs, deepen our experiences,
answer to our faith. It is not too much to say
that mankind feels its way to these symbols and
hypotheses as a blind man feels his way to the
fire. Man is uneasy; he seeks rest for his soul;
he gropes about and follows the direction that
is confirmed by his religious and moral experience.
That he gives absolute, instead of hypothetic, value
to his constructions is perhaps a misfortune, in that
it leads him to do violence to later and fuller
experience. But so far as a hypothesis gives
a correct anticipation and control of experience
it is true.

To pretend that Jesus regarded His apocalyptic)
portrayal of the transcendent as symbolic is to§
pretend that His mind belonged to the nineteenth!’
century. It was for Him no more a figure of the
transcendent than it was a figure of the moral
life, And the same must be said of Catholicism,
which has been true, not merely to the religious
“idea” of Jesus, but to its very form. That form,
as we have said, has lost all literal truth for us,
It can no longer produce in us the fruits it pro-
duced in simpler ages. It belonged to a world
that was but six thousand years old and had no
future before it ; to a petty universe of which that




102 CHRISTIANITY AT THE CROSS-ROADS

world was the sole and central preoccupation. It
had not even behind it the prestige of the whole
religious history of Israel. The apocalyptic
literature was an exotic, a late introduction into
the religion of Israel. And yet the fact remains
that it was in the forms of apocalyptic thought
that the religious “idea ” of Jesus embodied itself,
and exercised the most potent religious influence
that the world has yet known. It is idle to
pretend that His influence has been purely ethical.
He has satisfied, not only the moral, but the
mystical, needs of millions for centuries, and His
moral influence has been largely dependent on His
mystical influence. We cannot even say that we
owe the apocalyptic form to Jesus, that it was
the creation of His spirit. He found it to hand. It
was the religious language of His surroundings.
He had not first to invent and teach a new
language before He could communicate with His
people. He took the existing language as the
medium, not only of His speech, but of His
thought. His own place in the apocalyptic
scheme was the substance of His personal revela-
tion. For the rest He adopted the revelations
of others.

It would seem, then, an obvious duty to abandon
the apocalyptic form and retain what it stands
for and embodies. This would be easy if it
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stood for ethical principles. The symbolic pre-
sentment of what can be expressed properly is
inexcusable, But the transcendental can never
be expressed properly. Translated into the terms
of our present philosophy, the “idea” of Jesus
remains symbolic. To whatever degree we de-
materialise our symbols of the spiritual, material
they must remain. Our own symbolism would
be as unacceptable for a later age as the apoca-
lyptic symbolism is for us. The only remedy
lies in a frank admission of the principle of
symbolism. With this admission we have no
need to abolish the Apocalypse, which, as the
form in which Jesus embodied His religious “idea,”
is classical and normative for all subsequent
interpretations of the same. In the long series
of translations the original sense may be easily
perverted if the original text be lost. What each B
age has to do is to interpret the apocalyptic sym- .
bolism into terms of its own symbolism.

How, then, should we express the religious
“idea” of Jesus in our own age? What, for us,
are the values underlying the apocalyptic revela-
tion? How, had He belonged to our own day,
and had His mind been stored with our historical,
scientific, philosophical, moral and religious beliefs,
would His religious “idea” have clothed itself,
and remained the same “idea”?



